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FEEDER/SLAUGHTER CATTLE ANALYSIS 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Beef production is widely dispersed throughout the United States but tends 
to become concentrated as the product becomes ready for slaughter and subsequent 
processing and marketing. While cow-calf production is carried on in each and every 
state in the continental United States, cattle are fattened and sold primarily in the 
Great Plains and the Corn Belt regions. However, fed cattle production has 
increased in the Great Plains states, primarily in Oklahoma and Texas and declined 
in the Corn Belt states. 
A comparison of leading beef production states to Utah was made, including 
California, Colorado, Illinois, Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Nebraska, Oklahoma, South 
Dakota, Texas, and Wisconsin. While many of the states were similar in industry mix 
and the relative importance of the role of agriculture, ~o factors appear to be 
significant in fed beef production: (1) relative feed availability and cost, and (2) an 
abundance of less costly transportation. Of the two, feed availability (and cost) is the 
most significant. 
Leading fed beef production states have ready access to large quantities of 
concentrates, as well as other feedstuffs. They often have grazing and background 
opportunities at substantially reduced costs, at least when compared to competing 
production locations. In fact, virtually all of the major feed (primarily concentrates) 
states are identical to the states leading in feed beef production. While there also 
exists an abundance of slaughter and related processing facilities in these states, their 
location was most likely induced by feed and cattle availability than the other way 
around. That is, the processing has tended to move to where the fed cattle and feed 
are. 
In considering the possibility of feeding additional animals in Utah, two 
maj or approaches were adopted. 
First, a linear programming problem was formulated which considered the 
profitability of feeding young calves to various weights, allowing sale to occur any 
time between 400 and 1,100 pounds. The formulation primarily dealt with a 
vertically integrated operation, though other forms of production are implied by the 
formulation as well. 
Second, an enterprise budgeting approach was applied in that a confined 
feeding situation was simulated over a 6-year period. Feeding costs, including those 
for feedstuffs and related expenSes, were explicitly included, as were cattle purchase 
and sales prices. Profitability was compared over this interval. 
VIll 
Did both approaches yield comparable results and can cattle feeding be 
profitable in Utah? 
Both approaches yielded similar results. For the period in question, the linear 
programming approach suggested that feeding cattle all the way through to slaughter 
was the most profitable approach. Even though allowed for, no cattle were sold until 
slaughter. Furthermore, the cattle were evenly phased in-to and out-of the feedlot. 
An examination of sensitivity analysis suggests that this "feed until slaughter" solution 
would likely not be the case for other time periods. In fact, feeding and selling 
calves at lighter weights to let someone else finish feeding the animal would likely 
have been the outcome during earlier years. 
Under the enterprise budget approach, several years were simulated 
(consistent with those used in the sensitivity analysis for the LP problem referenced 
above). Periods of profitability occurred, outweighing periods of loss. Cumulative 
returns (including profits and losses) for feeding through to slaughter was slightly 
over $85/head (for steers) and $70 (for heifers). Although not as profitable, positive 
cumulative profits were also realized for feeding 700 animals to finish, e.g., $65 for 
steers and $35.51 for heifers. The least profitable alternative was feeding the calves 
from 400 pounds to 700 pounds. Cumulative profits for this alternative were -$80 for 
steers and -$60 for heifers~ 
Are there sufficient feedstuffs produced in Utah to support an increased 
feeding industry? 
While there is an abundance of roughages in Utah for expanded feeding, there 
is a shortage of concentrates with only a little change in the number of consuming 
animals. Com silage and hay are relatively plentiful, but barley (and com) grain is 
much more limited. 
Is there a relationship between concentrate and cattle prices that might be 
used as an indicator of profitability? 
Changes in the barley to feeder calf price ratio seem to coincide with changes 
in relative profitability. When the barley/hay price index ratio is higher than .30, 
cattle feeding becomes unprofitable. When the barley/hay price index ratio is less 
than .3, feeding is profitable. 
Are transportation costs out-of-state such that additional in-state feeding will 
compete with out-of-state feeding? 
It appears that ev~ though transportation costs are relatively high for animals 
leaving and re-entering Utah, sufficient feeding cost efficiencies exist elsewhere to 
1X 
still induce shipment and feeding out-of-the-state. Unless transportation costs 
increase dramatically, it is unlikely that the cost advantage will shift toward Utah. 
What is the feed/dollar relationship between com grain and barley grain? 
The nutritional content of barley grain relative to whole corn grain, based on 
a six item comparison, is approximately 99 percent of the value of corn. In fact, that 
is the ratio of barley to corn prices over the last six years. 
x 
FEEDER/SLAUGHTER CATTLE ANALYSIS 
INTRODUCTION 
United States agriculture is an extremely complex and varied industry. Every 
state in the United States has an agricultural component, even those generally 
considered urban (Figure 1). This agricultural system has evolved over time, 
generally from east to west, northeast to south, and then on to the Rocky Mountains 
and the West Coast. 
t Del ... "'" 
,0 
... 
Figure 1. Concentration and Location of United States Farms, 1987. 
Such developments sometimes occur by happenstance, but most result from 
various cost advantages and disadvantages. This is most obvious for specialty 
commodities such as oranges, lemons, and grapefruit. For these crops, production 
costs are minimized by producing in areas where the threat of frost is nonexistent or 
substantially reduced, such as would be the case in the southern part of the United 
States. In fact, that is where these crops are produced. 
1 
Production for many other commodities, however, has evolved over time 
following a "first-in-time" basis. As new areas were opened up, the production of 
some goods moved into those locations wherein some comparative advantage could 
be realized. As a simple illustration, potatoes were frrst grown in the Northeast, 
primarily Maine. While still existing in Maine, potato production has shifted into the 
Western states. Idaho remains the largest producer of potatoes at over 100 million 
pounds, followed by Washington (65 million pounds), and Maine (22 million pounds). 
Idaho has become the major supplier of potatoes in the United States. This 
temporal process has continued to evolve as new "desert" lands have opened in 
eastern Washington. In effect, irrigation technology has changed allowing additional 
lands to be irrigated and farmed profitably. 
Economic theory suggests that production locations for many crop or animal 
commodities will continue to change as resource availabilities (and relative prices) 
change. As water becomes more scarce in the metropolitan areas of the West and 
water used in irrigation has to be shifted to support the population base, existing 
production may shift to areas where popUlation pressures are less significant and/or 
water is not such a limiting factor. 
Unlike many specialty items, basic commodities such as hay and cattle are 
produced in every state in the United States as illustrated in Figures 2 and 3. 
ID.c .......... 
-_ .. -
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Figure 2. Location of United States Alfalfa Production, 1987. 
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Figure 3. Location of United States Cow-Calf, 1987. 
Economists generally consider production location issues in the context of 
specialization and comparative advantage. Specialization implies that economies 
(countries, state, or counties) will tend to focus on the production of goods and 
services for which production costs are cheapest. Specialization can occur anytime 
different areas have different production costs. Comparative advantage, while related 
to specialization, generally relates to trade and terms of trade. The term is most 
often applied to trade between nations, but it applies equally well to specialization 
and trade between regions, states, or even communities. Comparative advantage 
suggests that mutually beneficial trade can always take place between two individuals 
(or states, regions, and nations) any time the pre-trade costs and prices differ! That 
certainly applies to many agricultural commodities due to differences in land, 
productivity, climate, skill, labor, and management. Differences are further 
exacerbated by the fact that "demand" also varies spatially. 
IThis is not to be confused with the concept of "absolute advantage" which states that individuals 
(or nations) should produce the goods for which fewer resources are absorbed than by other individuals 
(or nations). Trade then occurs between individuals (or nations). 
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United States and Utah Agriculture 
The largest sector of the national agricultural economy is beef cattle as 
illustrated in Figure 4. Spatial production of cattle is determined by the variety of 
physical, climatic, and agronomic conditions which exist. 
Bro i lers 
Turkeys 
Other t.leat 
Food Gra i ns 
Ot he r Cr ops 
Oi I 
Figure 4. Proportion of Agricultural Gross Sales by 
Commodity for the United States, 1990. 
The vast majority of agricultural commodities produced in the United States 
(expressed in both dollar terms and physical terms, i.e., acres) tend to support the 
cattle industry. For instance, five of the top seven commodities produced, in a large 
part, go to support the beef industry complex (Figure 5). 
Like the nation, Utah produces a wide variety of agricultural commodities, 
ranging from beef cows to onions. The current mix of agricultural commodities is 
illustrated in Figure 6. Beef cattle is the largest single commodity produced in the 
4 
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Figure 5. Leading Crop Commodities for the United States, 1990. 
Turkeya OtberClopi 
Figure 6. Proportion of Agricultural Gross Sales by 
Commodity for Utah, 1990. 
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state, accounting for 39 percent of total production agriculture earnings. Common 
with most other states, the leading crops are primarily those utilized by cattle 
producers. While some alfalfa hay is exported to other states and countries, most is 
consumed by the state's beef and dairy cattle. 
The Beef Production Process 
There are many steps in the beef production process as illustrated in Figure 
7. After calves are weaned, they can be pastured or "backgrounded", where the 
primary purpose is to obtain growth. These calves can then be "finished" on grass or 
sold to a feedyard for fattening. A weaned calf may also be moved directly into a 
feedlot situation and placed on a growing ration; then on a fattening ration. What 
is not reflected in Figure 7 is the fact that these animals can be sold and bought 
numerous times as they move through the process. 
I Beef Cows I ~ ( Expans Ion) 
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Figure 7. Cattle Production Process. 
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The logic of comparative advantage suggests that physical and economic 
resources of a given area will influence the enterprises undertaken in that state or 
country over the long-run. Historically, cattle production has taken place in three 
distinct segments. 
The ftrst phase is the cow-calf producer. This type of operation focuses on 
the breeding, calving, and initial growth of the beef or dairy calf. The general 
dispersion of cow-calf production is illustrated in Figure 8 for the United States . 
.......... 
--
Figure 8. Cow-Calf Operations in the United States, 1987. 
The second phase is the backgrounding phase wherein calves are fed diets of 
roughage such that growth is attained but fat not accumulated. This occurs 
throughout the United States (Figure 9). 
The third phase is the fattening stage during which steers and heifers are fed 
diets high in energy in an attempt to fill the animals out preparatory to slaughter. 
The geographic dispersion of these operations in the United States is shown in 
Figure 10. 
7 
,0 
Figure 9. Regional Feeder and Calf Numbers as Percent of 
United States Total, 1987. 
Figure 10. Cattle Fattened and Sold, 1987. 
u&~ .. _ 
_ .... -
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Predominant Areas of the Various Phases of Cattle Production in the United States 
Depending on the phase, cattle production does appear to be concentrated in 
certain locations. For cow-calf operations (measured by the number of cows and 
heifers that have calved), the fifteen leading states, plus Utah, are shown in Figure 
11. The state with the largest number of beef and dairy cattle is Texas, followed by 
California and Missouri. Utah has only 10% of the breeding cows that Texas does 
at 413,000 head, but 20% of those found in California and Missouri. Surprisingly, 
states such as Kentucky and Tennessee are relatively large in terms of the number 
of breeding cows held in inventory. The geographic area for cows (and calves) is 
quite dispersed as illustrated earlier in Figure 3. 
Figure 11. Cows and Heifers That Have Calved (1990). 
The locations of cattle and calves actually on feed differ considerably from the 
distribution of breeding cows (Figure 12). These are cattle that are being fed a diet 
heavy in grains and/or concentrates. Texas feeds the largest number of cattle and 
calves, followed closely by Nebraska, Colorado, Iowa, and Kansas. A relatively small 
number of cattle are fed in Utah. Interestingly, states such as lllinois, Indiana, Ohio, 
Mississippi, Washington, and Idaho also feed relatively large numbers of cattle. Still, 
there are only sixteen states that feed more than 200,000 head at anyone time. 
9 
(In Thousands) 
Figure 12. Cattle and Calves on Feed, States Feeding 
More Than 200,000/Quarter (1990). 
Texas is the leading state in cattle marketed as displayed in Figure 13, 
followed closely by Nebraska and Kansas. There are only 10 states which market 
more than 1,000,000 cattle. Utah markets only 5 % of Texas' number and is 
substantially below the other 9 states. As can be seen from Figures 8-11, cattle 
become more concentrated in a spatial sense the closer the animals come to being 
slaughtered. 
'There are only six states that import more than 2,000,000 head for feeding. 
Nebraska is the largest importing state, followed by Kansas (Figure 14). Texas 
imports relatively few cattle, but it has the largest number of cattle to begin with so 
it might be expected that it would import fewer animals than its neighbors. Utah 
imports relatively few cattle for feeding, i.e., 85,000, but it is certainly more than 
would be expected given the size of Utah's feeding industry. 
10 
Figure 13. Cattle Marketings for 10 Largest States, 1990. 
Figure 14. Cattle Shipped in for Feeding, Six Largest States, 1990. 
11 
There are only a relatively small number of states in which 60% or more of 
the total cattle and calves sold are sold as fattened cattle (Figure 15), and those are 
primarily the same states as those noted in earlier figures. The primary 
concentration occurs in the Com Belt, Oklahoma, and Texas. 
II 60% of Total Cattle Sold as Fattened Cattle 
Figure 15-. 60 % of Total Cattle and Calves Sold as 
Fattened Cattle (1987). 
As another indication of the prime feeding locations, areas in which 70 % or 
more of the total cattle numbers that are calves are displayed in Figure 16. Once 
again, the largest concentration occurs in the Com Belt, Oklahoma, Texas, California, 
and portions of Washington and Idaho. This particular dispersion is consistent with 
areas in which cattle are fattened on grain and concentrates (Figure 17). For the 11 
leading cattle producing states, the proportion of calves on feed and feeder cattle 
also vary as illustrated in Figure 18. 
12 
.. 70% or More of Cattle Are calves (1987) 
Figure 16. 70% or More of Cattle Are Calves (1987). 
II Cattle Fattened on Grain and Concentrate 
Figure 17. Cattle Fattened on Grain and Concentrate (1987). 
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Figure 18. Stage in Cattle Production Process. 
It is interesting to note that the pattern of cattle fattened and sold has also 
changed over time, with the principle decrease occurring in the upper Midwest and 
the increase occurring in the great plains (including the western portion of Oklahoma · 
and northern portion of Texas) as illustrated in Figure 19. 
Change In Fattened Cattle SOld (1982-1987) 
Figure 19. Change in Fattened Cattle Sold (1982-1987). 
14 
Feeder cattle supply outside of feedlots at the beginning of 1991 is shown in 
Figure 20. This illustrates a more dispersed pattern than exists for the actual feeding 
operations. Note that the figure is limited to the central and western states. 
Figure 20. Feeder Cattle Supply Outside Feedlots, 1991. 
Feedyards are quite dispersed throughout the nation but, not surprisingly, 
most Occur in areas already identified as major feeding states (Figure 21). It is 
particularly interesting to note that large feedlots are the exception, rather than the 
rule, in many of the Com Belt states. It should be remembered that while there are 
few large feedlots in the Corn Belt states, there are numerous smaller farmer-based 
feedlots. 
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Figure 21. Feedlot Locations Throughout the United States. 
The seven largest states with respect to fed cattle marketings from a historical 
perspective include Arizona, California, Colorado, Iowa, Kansas, Nebraska, and 
Texas. The production coming from each of these states over the period of 1984 
through 1990 are displayed in Figure 22.2 
Changes in the location of feeder cattle production change yearly as illustrated 
in Figure 23 but changes are of much greater consequence over longer periods of 
time, such as the span covered by the two most recent agricultural census (Figure 
24). 
2nese states are those included by the USDA in their reporting of fed cattle marketings. It should 
be. noted that Arizona is not actually one of the 7 leading fed cattle marketing states but is reported here 
consistent with USDA data. 
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Figure 22. 7-State Fed Cattle Marketings. 
Figure 23. Changes in Feeder Cattle Production, 1990-1991. 
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Shifts in Cattle Production (1982-1987) 
Figure 24. Shifts in Cattle Production (1982-1987). 
Feed cattle production costs vary by feedlot type and location. Large 
commercial feedlots historically have lower production costs than do smaller, farmer-
owned feedlots (Figure 25). There are considerable economies of size in the feeding 
of cattle. 
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Figure 25. Fed Cattle Production Cost Comparison. 
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In addition, feedlots in the West, primarily in California and Arizona given the 
manner in which the data are collected, are somewhat lower than those incurred 
elsewhere in the United States. Least this be taken as a sign that profitability is 
higher in the West, production costs are also higher across such areas. Still, 
breakeven selling prices for the period 1980 through 1990 are somewhat lower in the 
west than elsewhere in the nation (Figure 26). 
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Figure 26. Breakeven Selling Price, 1980-1990. 
Feeder cattle sales also vary by location over time. For instance, feeder cattle 
sales for the West, Central, Midwest, and Southeast are illustrated in Figure 27. 
Note that sales from the mountain west have remained relatively steady while feeder 
cattle sales in the Southeast have declined. Midwest feeder cattle sales have also 
remained fairly steady, but sales from the Southwest increased rapidly through the 
80's until 1988. Obviously, with a reduction in the number of total cows available for 
breeding, calving, and weaning during the latter part of the 80's contributed to the 
rather noticeable downturn in feeder cattle sales. 
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Figure 27. Feeder Cattle Sales, 1981-1990. 
Historically, cow-calfproduction costs have been somewhat lower in the West 
(Figures 28 and 29). Once again, this does not necessarily insure a higher level of 
profit since prices or cattle also vary geographically. Even when compared to the 
primary cattle feeding area, Le., the Great Plains, cow-calf production costs are lower 
in the West. 
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Figure 28. Comparative Cow-Calf Costs. 
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Figure 29. Cow-Calf Production Costs. 
Physical and Economic Resources 
While some locations of cattle production may be coincidental, it is more 
likely that production locations have evolved for economic reasons. In an attempt 
to identify factors influencing the locations of cattle production, economic and 
physical conditions in eleven leading cattle producing states were examined and are 
summarized below. These conditions were then compared to those existing in Utah. 
The factors examined include: (1) the primary industries and land base for the 
economy, (2) the existence and location of cattle feeding and slaughter facilities, (3) 
local climatic conditions (primarily temperatures), (4) land elevation, and (5) average 
precipitation. 
California 
California produces an enormous quantity and variety of agricultural products, 
manufactured goods, and minerals. A brief graphical summary of the state's 
resources is provided in Figure 30. All these products have a yearly value of 
approximately 80-90 billion dollars. This figure is greater than the value of products 
produced in any other state and it is obvious that California benefits from its many 
natural resources. 
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It is a state rich in minerals, land, agronomic conditions, timber, and wildlife. 
The soil conditions make it possible for California farmers to grow a wide variety of 
crops. Many parts, especially in the Central Valley, have alluvial (valley) soils, i.e., 
those soils which are considered prime farmland. The Imperial Valley in southern 
California has rich alluvial soils that produce outstanding crops when irrigated. 
Residual (or upland) soils cover the mountain slopes. These soils support forests in 
areas that have enough rain. In many other places, they provide excellent grazing 
land. 
California has important fields of petroleum· and natural gas in the southern 
part of the Central Valley, near the southern coast and in coastal waters of Long 
Beach and Santa Barbara. Natural gas is also found around Sacramento. Valuable 
deposits of boron are located in the desert areas of southeastern California. 
Commercially important quantities of sand and gravel exist. Gemstones include 
agate, epidote, gamet, jade, jasper, obsidian, rose quartz, and tourmaline. Other 
nonmetallic minerals found in the state include asbestos, barite, clays, diatomite, 
feldspar", gypsum, peat, potash, pumice, rock salt, salt cake, soda ash, stone, and talc. 
California's tungsten deposits are among the largest in the United States. The state's 
chief gold deposits are located on the western slope of the Northern Sierra Nevada's. 
Important metals include mercury, copper, iron ore, lead, magnesium, silver, and 
ZInc. 
Forests cover about 40 percent of California. The state has three main forest 
regions. The redwood region is a narrow belt that extends south along the coast 
from Oregon to central California. The pine region covers the Sierra Nevada's and 
extends along the inland parts of the coast Ranges. The coast range pine and fir 
region lies between the redwood belt and the inner-coast part of the pine region. 
California's chief timber trees include the Douglas frr, ponderosa and Jeffrey pine, 
white fir, redwood, red fir, and sugar pine. The forests are an important commercial 
resource, but they are doubly important as a water shed. Indigo bushes, Joshua trees, 
and several kinds of cacti grow in the southern desert areas. Patches of chaparral 
cover California's foothills. Many kinds of oaks grow in the state, making up most 
of California's hardwoods. 
As in other places in the West, water is one of California's most important 
and scarce natural resources. The mountain areas, especially in the North, generally 
have plenty of water from rain and melted snow. But most of California's farms, 
industries, and homes are in the dry southern valleys. One of the state's greatest 
problems is to transport water from rainy areas to dry areas. Numerous aqueducts 
and canals have been built for that purpose. 
California leads the United States in farm income. Fifteen percent of all 
goods and services produced in the state come from agriculture. The wide range of 
climate, soil, and water conditions allows farmers to grow over 200 different crops, 
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including nearly 70 kinds of fruits and several varieties of nuts. Grapes are 
California's most important fruit commodity. It also leads the states in the 
production of peaches and pears and ranks second only to Florida in orange 
production. Other important crops include almonds, apricots, dates, figs, grapes, 
nectarines, olives, walnuts, avocadoes, cantaloupes, honeydew melons, lemons, plums, 
and prunes. Some of these crops are grown commercially nowhere else in the 
United States. Most California farms are highly specialized. Farmers grow some 
bean and grain crops by dry farming, but almost all other crop production takes place 
on farmlands that require irrigation water. 
About one-third of California's farm income results from beef and dairy cattle. 
Cattle production is widely dispersed throughout California. Not only are they found 
in the major crop production areas, e.g., principally central California, but also in 
mountain and desert regions. Many of the cattle feed on grass in the foothills and 
in mountain meadows. Others are fattened in feedlots in the state (Figure 31). 
Grains are produced primarily in the central portion of the state, serve a rotation 
purpose, and also provide much needed feed for the state's many beef and dairy 
cattle. 
Figure 31. California Feedyards and Packing Plants, 1990. 
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California has nearly 175,000 miles of roads and highways, of which about two-
thirds are surfaced. Numerous interstate highways originate and/or terminate in 
California. The state also contains over 800 commercial airports. The international 
airports at Los Angeles and San Francisco are among the busiest in the world. 
Thirty-six railroads operating on about 7,300 miles of track provide the primary 
freight service. Southern California has major seaports at Los Angeles (San Pedro), 
Long Beach, and San Diego. The San Francisco Bay area has several deepwater 
ports that ship millions of tons of goods each year. Sacramento and Stockton are 
important inland ports. They handle shipments of valuable agricultural and mineral 
products that come from the Sacramento and San Joaquin Valleys. Deepwater 
channels connect the Sacramento and Stockton ports with San Francisco Bay. 
As illustrated in Figure 32, California has quite moderate temperatures. In 
January, daytime highs in the major agricultural production areas are 52-60· F 
(Fahrenheit), while nighttime lows are generally above freezing in the valleys. July 
temperatures during the day range from highs of 100· F to lows of 56· F. Only the 
mountain regions have extreme winter temperatures, and are generally quite mild 
compared to those found in other states. 
Figure 32. California Temperatures. 
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Figure 34. California Precipitation. 
Colorado Economy 
Colorado's economy is divided roughly along the natural lines of its land. East 
of the mountains lie the major manufacturing centers and the chief crop growing 
areas (Figure 35). In the mountains, many kinds of metals are mined. On the 
western side of the state, major grazing areas, orchards, and uranium mines can be 
found. I Oil occurs on both sides of the mountains. 
Mineral deposits, a pleasant climate, rich soil, vast evergreen forests, and good 
water are Colorado's greatest natural resources. The soils of the eastern plains and 
the valleys of the western mountains are among the most fertile in the nation. The 
eastern soils are primarily dark. During years of good rainfall, they produce excellent 
crops. In dry years, the soil becomes powdery and the crops are poor. The high 
mountains and some western plateaus have thin, rocky soils. 
Vast deposits of coal, molybdenum, natural gas, petroleum, uranium, 
vanadium, and zinc help support Colorado's economy. Supplies of building materials, 
such as sand, gravel and stone are quite plentiful. 
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Water is scarce in Colorado, just as in most western states. The control of 
that limited water is a source of continuing concern. Six major rivers rise in 
Colorado, but by agreements with other states and Mexico, Colorado use is limited. 
Distribution within the state is uneven with the western slope covering slightly more 
than one-third of the land area, but receiving approximately two-thirds of the surface 
water. Many dams and tunnels have been built to divert the water from the western 
slope to the eastern slope. Some of the water goes to homes and factories, but the 
majority still goes to agriculture. 
Farm products in Colorado earn about $3.25 billion a year, which translates 
into 1/3 of the state's value of goods produced. Livestock and livestock products 
account for about three-fourths of the value of all Colorado farm products. Beef 
cattle account for about two-thirds of the state's farm income . . Grazing of cattle on 
ranches has been important for many years, primarily along the eastern and western 
slope. Colorado farmers also fmish (or fatten) cattle in feedlots, mostly around 
Greeley (Figure 36). 
The chief field crops, in order of importance, are wheat, com, hay, and sugar 
beets. Most wheat is grown on the eastern plains by dry-farming methods, as is much 
of the com. Other crops produced include vegetables, i.e., potatoes, dry beans, 
onions, lettuce, cabbage, and sweet com, grown primarily in the San Luis Valley of 
southern Colorado. Much of this valley area is irrigated. Apples, peaches, pears, 
and cherries also grow in western Colorado. 
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Figure 36. Colorado Feedyards and Packing Plants, 1990. 
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Colorado has special transportation problems because of its mountains. It has 
about 86,000 miles of roads, two-thirds of them surfaced and has air service from 14 
airlines. Denver's Stapleton International Airport, the chief commercial airport, is 
one of the busiest in the nation. There are approximately 270 other airports 
scattered through the state. Eleven railroads operating on approximately 3,500 miles 
of track within the state provide freight services. "East- to "West" traffic is inhibited 
somewhat because of the high mountains in the center of the State. 
Colorado is subject to rather extreme temperatures. Daytime highs in January 
average less than 40· F and are usually freezing or lower for most of western 
Colorado (Figure 37). Colorado's low temperatures are below freezing. A similar 
pattern exists for summer temperatures, Le., cooler temperatures prevail on the 
western slope than the eastern slope. Daytime high's for July range from 90· F on 
the east and west to mid-70's in the central mountain areas. Low temperatures vary 
between lows of 60· F (eastern Colorado) and 50· F (elsewhere), except for the high 
mountains which experience very cool temperatures throughout the" summer. 
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Figure 37. Colorado Temperatures. 
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Figure 39. Colorado Precipitation. 
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The leading industry of Illinois is manufacturing (Figure 40). Nearly 8 times 
as many people work in the state's factories as on the farms. Still, Illinois' most 
important natural resource is fertile soil. 
The state also has valuable mineral deposits, including coal and petroleum. 
Illinois' deposits of bituminous (soft) coal total about 160 million short tons, greater 
than those of any other state. Coal beds lie under about two-thirds of the state, with 
the richest deposits found in southern lllinois. The state also has deposits of peat, 
moStly lying in the swamp regions in the northeast. illinois has approximately 160 
million barrels of oil beneath its surface, mostly in the southeastern portion of the 
state. Large quantities of clay, gravel, limestone, sand, silica sand, and sandstone are 
found throughout the state. 
Forests originally covered about 40 percent of Illinois. Today, the forests 
occupy only 10 percent of the state, mostly in southern Illinois. These forests include 
many types of trees including cottonwoods, oaks, hickories, maples, and walnuts. 
Illinois ranks as a leading agricultural state with an annual income of about 
$7 billion, or about 13 percent of the total value of goods produced. Com has been 
the chief crop of Illinois since pioneer days, with the state growing nearly a fifth of 
the nation's total. Today it grows on about 40 percent of lllinois farmland, and while 
it thrives throughout most of the state, production is heaviest in the northern two-
thirds. Farmers sell most of the com as grain or feed it to cattle and hogs. In 
addition, numerous factories process com into syrup and starch. Other grain crops 
include wheat, oats, barley, hay, rye, and sorghum. 
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found in the northern parts of lllinois as illustrated in Figure 41. While there are 
very few large ones, there are many small "farmer" feedyards in lllinois. 
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Figure 41. lllinois Feedyards and Packers. 
The central location of lllinois and the state's rich resources have helped 
make Chicago the transportation center of the United States. Chicago's O'Hare 
Internation~ Airport is the busiest in the world. Other airfields also exist in the 
Chicago area. About 50 railroads provide freight service throughout lllinois, 
operating on 11,000 miles of track. Most of the railroads have terminals in Chicago. 
lllinois has about 128,000 miles of surfaced highways, more than any other 
midwestern state. Twenty-two United States highways and 10 interstate routes cross 
the state. Chicago ranks as one of the busiest ports in the United States and the 
leading port on the Great Lakes, handling more than 40 million short tons of freight 
in a year's time. Actually, two waterways serve lllinois -- the Great Lakes and the 
Lakes-to-Gulf Waterway. The Great Lakes link lllinois with states to the east and 
the St. Lawrence Seaway. The Lakes-to-Gulf Waterway connects the Great Lakes 
with the Gulf of Mexico. It includes the Illinois Waterway which links the Chicago, 
Des Plaines, and illinois Rivers to the Mississippi River. 
34 
: f; 
( 
lllinois temperatures are quite moderate with daytime January temperatures 
ranging from 46- F in the south to slightly below freezing in the north (Figure 42). 
January lows range from slightly above freezing in the south to the teens in the north. 
July mean temperatures vary from highs of 94 - F (southern lllinois) to 82 - F 
(northern illinois) and lows of 68- F (southern illinois) to 60- F (northern lllinois). 
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Figure 42. illinois Temperatures. 
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Figure 44. Illinois Precipitation. 
Iowa's economy is based largely on agriculture (Figure 45). Manufacturing 
is the chief source of income in the state, but most of Iowa's factories produce farm 
machinery or process foods grown on Iowa farms. Agriculture is the second-leading 
source of income and only California and Texas have higher farm incomes than Iowa. 
Iowa's natural resources include extremely fertile soil and an abundant supply 
of water. Deep layers of black, fertile top soil covers most of the flat northern and 
central sections of Iowa. The rolling southern and far western sections of the state 
have topsoil that is thinner and less rich but still fertile enough to produce above 
average crops relative to the rest of the United States. 
Limestone and shale deposits are found in almost all parts of Iowa, as are 
sand and gravel. Central Iowa contains clay deposits and beds of bituminous coal lie 
under the central and southern parts of the state. 
Hardwood trees grow in the valleys of the larger rivers. Common hardwoods 
include elms, hickories, maples, oaks, and walnuts. Cottonwood and willow trees 
thrive on the edge of rivers and lakes. Conifers, such as balsam fIrs and white pines, 
grow in northeastern Iowa. 
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Agriculture in Iowa is a 9.7 billion dollar industry, which is approximately 50 
percent of the total economic activity of the state. The total farm area covers about 
34 million acres, or 95 percent of the state's land. Beef cattle provide the largest 
source of farm income yearly and only Texas has more beef cattle. The herds graze 
in the grasslands of the eastern-central, southern, and western sections. They are 
then fed on com and fattened for slaughter at the age of 18 to 20 months. Many 
Iowa farmers also buy cattle from western states and fatten them for slaughter. Hogs 
are the second largest component of the livestock sector. More hogs are raised in 
Iowa than in any other state in the United States and Iowa farmers have historically 
raised approximately one-fourth of the total number of hogs produced in the United 
States. 
Soybeans are Iowa's most valuable crop. They produce in excess of 300 
million bushels of soybeans a year. Almost 20 percent of all soybeans produced in 
the United States are produced in Iowa. Only Illinois produces more. Com is Iowa's 
second most valuable crop and, in some years, Iowa may actually lead the nation in 
com production. The farmers feed most of the com grain crop to livestock. Com 
silage is also used as a feed during the winter. Other major crops include oats and 
alfalfa hay. 
Early in Iowa's history, much of the state's trade was handled on the 
Mississippi River but rail, air, and highway traffic have replaced most of the river 
traffic. Approximately 10 airlines serve Iowa. Large airports are found in Cedar 
Rapids, Des Moines, Dubuque, Sioux City, and Waterloo. The state has over 300 
airports, most of them quite small. 
Iowa has 15 railroads operating on approximately 6,900 miles of track. 
Virtually all of the service is freight. The state also boasts of an excess of 112,000 
miles of highways, about 95 percent of which are hard surfaced. 
As noted above, steamboating has almost entirely disappeared except for a 
stretch between Minneapolis, Minnesota and Alton, Illinois. Barge traffic at Iowa 
ports accounts for about 35 million short tons of cargo per year. Other important 
river ports include Burlington, Clinton, Davenport, Dubuque, Fort Madison, Keokuk, 
McGregor, and Muscatine. 
January temperatures in Iowa range from 24-36· F during the day to 6-18° F 
at night (Figure 47). July daytime temperatures range from 84· F to 92· F, moving 
north to south, with night temperatures of 60· F to 68· F. 
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Figure 47. Iowa Temperatures. 
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Most of Iowa lies above 1,000' asl with only eastern Iowa having lower 
elevations (Figure 48). 
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Agriculture ranks second in value of goods produced, close behind 
manufacturing. In fact, 42 % of the total value of all goods and services produced are 
directly related to agricultural crops and livestock. The state's rich farmland has 
made Kansas a leader in agricultural production. A variety of crops grow in eastern 
Kansas, which benefits from more rainfall than any other part of the state. Cattle 
and wheat thrive in central Kansas, which normally receives less moisture. Dry 
farming produces enormous wheat crops even in the drier west. 
Fertile soil, rich mineral deposits, and water are the most important natural 
resources of the state. Most of Kansas has a loamy, fertile soil suitable for growing 
many kinds of crops. The northeastern region has the most productive soil. This soil 
is black or dark brown. North-central Kansas has fertile soil but this area gets less 
rain than the eastern part of the state. 
Petroleum and natural gas are found in most parts of Kansas. Other valuable 
minerals include clays, coal, helium, natural gas, sand, gravel, and stone. Great 
reserves of salt rock also underlie the state. 
Trees of Kansas include ash, black walnut, elm, hackberry, locust, maple, oak, 
pecan, red cedar, sycamore, and willow. Cottonwood trees grow along streams and 
rivers throughout the state, especially in the moist river valleys of the eastern part 
of the state. More than 200 kinds of grasses are found in Kansas. Tall grasses, 
especially bluestem, grow in the east. Shorter types, such as blue gama and buffalo 
grass, are found in the west. . 
Manufacturing accounts for about 43 percent of the value of goods produced 
in Kansas. At least $6 billion per year is added to the value of goods and services 
produced in Kansas and elsewhere. Kansas' second largest manufacturing segment 
is that of nonelectrical equipment, primarily farm and construction equipment. The 
third ranking manufacturing industry is the production of food products. Kansas is 
second only to Minnesota in United States flour production, with the largest mills 
found in Arkansas City, Hutchinson, and Wichita. Animal feed is processed in more 
than 300 plants. Leading meat-packing centers in the state include Dodge City, 
Emporia, Garden City, Liberal, and Wichita (Figure 51). 
Kansas, with a yearly farm income of about $6 billion, ranks among the 
leading states in value of farm products. Production agriculture accounts for about 
42 percent of the value of goods produced in Kansas. Beef cattle and wheat produce 
more income for Kansas farmers than any other products. Together, these two 
products make up about three-fourths of the total farm income. Beef cattle bring in 
about $3 billion, and wheat earns an additional $1.3 billion. Kansas leads the nation 
in wheat production and ranks among the leaders in beef cattle. About 6 million 
beef cattle graze on Kansas farms and wheat is grown in every county. In fact, cattle 
and wheat are often produced together. As winter wheat is planted in the fall, it 
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Figure 51. Kansas Feedyards and Packers. 
sprouts quickly. Cattle then graze on this growth in the fall and early spring. They 
are then moved to other pastures and feedlots as the wheat grows and ripens. 
Sorghum is the third most important farm product in Kansas, followed by hogs 
and corn. The sorghum is used primarily as a livestock feed. Other important 
agricultural commodities .include soybeans, milk, and hay. 
The central location of Kansas makes the state an important link in the 
transportation system of the United States. Today, Kansas has about 135,000 miles 
of roads and highways. It ranks among the leading states in total distance covered 
by highways. About three-fourths of the roads are hard-surfaced. Thirteen railroads 
operate on about 7,500 miles of track. Six major airlines serve 12 cities in Kansas, 
the largest terminals being in Topeka and Wichita. 
Kansas January temperatures are relatively moderate, varying from 38· F in 
the north to 50° F in the south (Figure 52). Winter lows range from 18° F to 26° 
F, north to south, respectively. July temperatures vary from highs of 91° F to 97° F 
to lows of 62 ° F to 70° F. 
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Land elevation changes moving east to west, beginning less than 2,000' asl 
and rising to more than 6,000' asl (Figure 53). 
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Manufacturing, including food processing, accounts for about three-fifths of 
the value of all goods produced in Minnesota. Minnesota's chief manufacturing 
industries, in order of importance, include (1) nonelectric machinery (office and 
computing machinery, as well as farm machinery), (2) food products, and (3) 
fabricated metal products. 
Meat packing is the most important food-processing activity and Minnesota 
is one of the nation's leading meat-packing states (Figure 56). The largest plants are 
in Albert Lea, Austin, Duluth, and Winona. Minnesota also leads states in the 
production of flour, primarily for cake mixes and breakfast cereals. 
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Figure 56. Minnesota Feedyards and Packers. 
Farm products account for about a third of the value of all goods and services 
produced in Minnesota. Livestock and livestock products have an annual value of 
more than $3 billion, with the production of milk as the most important single 
commodity. Important crops include corn, soybeans, wheat, and oats. Soybeans are 
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the second most valuable source of farm income in Minnesota. The state's farmers 
feed much of the harvested com and oats to their cattle and hogs. Minnesota's 
annual hay crop ranks among the largest in the United States. The state is also a 
leading producer of barley, flaxseed, potatoes, and sugar beets, the latter primarily 
grown in the Red River Valley. Beef cattle are the third most valuable source of 
farm income. 
Today, there are approximately 8,000 miles of track throughout the state. 
Twelve rail lines provide freight service into and within Minnesota. The Twin Cities 
(Minneapolis and st. Paul) form the chief rail center of the Upper Mississippi Valley. 
Eight major airlines service the Twin Cities, but there are over 400 airports in 
Minnesota. 
About 129,000 miles of roads and highways cross the state. Ninety percent are 
hard surfaced. Barges bring coal, oil, and other products to Minnesota ports which 
lie on the Minnesota, Mississippi, and St. Croix Rivers. Barges return with grain and 
other products. Most of Minnesota's water traffic is on Lake Superior and the 
harbor at Duluth, Minnesota (also Superior, Wisconsin) is one of the busiest ports 
in the world. 
Temperatures are much more harsh in Minnesota than other central states, 
particularly in the north and northwest of the state (Figure 51). January lows 
average _9 0 F in the north and only 9 0 F in the south. Daytime highs range from 14 0 
F to 26 0 F, north to south. July temperatures are more moderate with daytime highs 
of 71 0 F in the north to 89 0 F in the south. July night temperatures range from 50 0 
F-in the north to 62 0 F in the south. 
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Figure 57. Minnesota Temperatures. 
The only portion of the state lying consistently below 1,000' asl is along its 
eastern boundaries (Figure 58). The remainder of the state is generally lower than 
4,000' asl. 
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Agriculture accounts for about 64 percent of the value of all goods produced 
in Nebraska. The state, with an annual farm income total of over $6 billion, ranks 
as a leader in farm earnings. Nebraska farms cover about 48 million acres, of which 
7 million are irrigated, making Nebraska the leading state in irrigated land. 
Nebraska's largest farms are the cattle ranches of the Sand Hills area, some 
of which cover as much as 100,000 acres. The smaller farms are in the eastern and 
south-central sections. These farms also produce cattle, com, small grains, and other 
field crops. Beef cattle provide the largest source of agricultural income -- about $3 
billion annually. Only Texas and Iowa raise more beef cattle than does Nebraska. 
The rich grasses that grow on the Sand Hills and in the west provide fine feed for 
range beef cattle. Ranchers ship calves and yearlings to farmers in the eastern corn-
raising areas, where the cattle are then fattened for slaughter (Figure 61). Other 
livestock include hogs, sheep, and dairy animals. 
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Figure 61. Nebraska Feedyards and Packers. 
Fourteen commercial airlines serve Nebraska. The state has about 380 
airports, only 110 of which are public. Most of the private airports handle light 
aircraft. In 1865, the Union Pacific began laying track westward from Omaha, and 
became part of the first transcontinental rail system in the United States. Today, 
railroads operate on about 5,000 miles of track. Eight rail lines provide freight 
service. Nebraska also has about 97,000 miles of roads and highways, 85 percent of 
which are hard surfaced. Interstate 80 crosses the state. Shippers still use barges to 
transport huge quantities of grain, steel, and other bulky products on the Missouri 
River. Omaha, Nebraska City, and South Sioux City rank as the major river ports. 
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January temperatures include nighttime lows of 8 - F in the northern portion 
of the state to daytime highs of 42- F in the southwest comer (Figure 62). July high 
temperatures average near 93 - F and lows range from 56 - F (west) to 68 - F 
(southeast). 
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Figure 62. Nebraska Temperatures. 
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Soil varies from the fertile deposits in the river valleys to the unproductive 
shale and granite of the mountains. Much of the plains and grasslands area has a 
rich soil that produces abundant crops. Forests cover about 8.5 million acres or 
about a fifth of the state's total land area. The most important commercial forests 
include ash, elm, hickory, oak, red gum, and walnut, found primarily in the eastern 
and southeastern parts of the state. 
Production agriculture accounts for approximately 25 percent of the total 
value of the goods and services produced annually in .Oklahoma, with beef cattle as 
the leading source of agricultural income. Oklahoma is one of the country's most 
important sources of beef. Many ranchers graze their cattle on the range for a time, 
then transfer them to feedlots when sufficient size is reached. The largest 
concentration of feeding operations occurs in the western panhandle area (Figure 
66), but the state does not have any large, commercial packing plants. Most fattened 
animals are shipped to Texas for slaughter . 
. . 
• Feedyards 
Figure 66. Oklahoma Feedyards and Packers, 1990. 
Winter wheat is the most valuable field crop for the state's farmers and 
Oklahoma ranks as a leading wheat state. Vast fields of golden wheat are harvested 
early each summer by lines of combines. Cotton ranks second in value among the 
state's crops. 
Oklahoma has about 110,OOOmiles of roads and highways,80percent of which 
are paved. Toll highways are found between Tulsa, Oklahoma City, and Lawton. 
The state also has 5,000 miles of railroad tracks serviced by ten rail lines. Eleven 
passenger airlines serve Oklahoma, with both Oklahoma City and Tulsa having large 
commercial airports. There are 130 public airports and 160 private airports 
57 
throughout the rest of Oklahoma. Tulsa and Muskogee, both on the Arkansas River, 
are Oklahoma's chief ports. Barge traffic links these two ports with the Mississippi 
River. 
Relative to the more northern states, Oklahoma has mild winter temperatures 
but hot summer days (Figure 67). January daytime highs range from 46- F in the 
north to 54 - F in the south. Nighttime lows vary between 20 - F and 32 - F, north to 
south. Midday highs average l()()- F in the south and 92 - in the north; nighttime 
lows range from 66- F to 74 -, north to south. 
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Figure 67. Oklahoma Temperatures. 
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Forests cover only about 3.5 percent of South Dakota and most lie in the 
Black Hills area. These forests primarily contain cone-bearing trees, including 
junipers, ponderosa pines, and spruces. Ashes, cottonwoods, and hardwoods (e.g., 
oaks) are scattered throughout the balance of the state. 
Production agriculture accounts for about 73 percent of the value of all goods 
produced in South Dakota, totalling over $2.5 billion each year. Livestock and 
livestock products provide South Dakota farmers with three-fourths of their total 
farm income. The state is a major producer of beef cattle, hogs, and sheep. Pastures 
cover about 22 million acres or about one-half the state and grazing is concentrated 
in the western portion of South Dakota. Cattle feeding is primarily concentrated m 
the eastern portion of the state (Figure 71). 
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Figure 71. South Dakota Feedyards and Packers. 
South Dakota is a leading state in the production of alfalfa seed, barley, 
flaxseed, hay, oats, rye, spring wheat, and sunflowers. Farmers in the southeastern 
section of the state primarily harvest com and oats, but soybeans are also grown. 
Much of the flaxseed and barley come from the northeastern section. 
Manufacturing accounts for approximately 23 percent of the value of all goods 
and/or services produced in South Dakota, with food processing as the leading 
activity. Meat processing and packing is the single most important industry in South 
Dakota and plants are located in Sioux Falls, Huron, Mitchell, Rapid City, Wagner, 
and Yankton. Feed mills also operate in the Sioux Falls area. The manufacture of 
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nonelectric machinery, primarily farm and construction equipment, is South Dakota's 
second leading industrial activity. 
Today, five railroads operating on about 2,000 miles of track provide freight 
services throughout the state. South Dakota has about 85,000 miles of roads and 
highways, with 75 percent of them hard surfaced. Commercial airlines serve nine 
cities and towns, though there are over 140 additional smaller airports. 
Similar to other more northern states, South Dakota's climate is quite harsh 
(Figure 72). Ianuary daytime highs range from 19- F in the northwest to 37- F in 
the southwest. Night temperatures are as low as -20- F in the north and only 10-
F in the south. Iuly temperatures are much more moderate both during the day, 82-
F to 94 - F, and night, 52- F to 64 - F. 
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Figure 72. South Dakota Temperatures. 
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Panhandle natural-gas field takes in almost all of the five northwestern counties but 
petroleum is found throughout the state. 
Other mineral resources of Texas include large sulfur deposits in the West 
Gulf Coastal Plain and the Basin and Range Regions. Underground salt deposits 
occur in the Gulf Coastal Plain and in western Texas. The state also has lignite coal 
deposits. Even iron ore is found in the northeast. Limestone occurs in a broad belt 
extending from the Red River to the Rio Grande River, and across north-central 
Texas. Gypsum deposits lie in the North-Central Plains and the Basic and Range 
Region. Gravel and silica sand are plentiful. Mercury, molybdenum, titanium, 
tungsten, and uranium are found in the southwest part of the state. Texas also has 
deposits of basalt, fluorspar, fuller's earth and other clays, granite, lead, marble, mica, 
sandstone, tin, and zinc. 
Texas has around 700 different soil types from which farmers can grow a wide 
variety of crops. A narrow belt along the Gulf Coast has marshy soils, mixed with 
clays; rich soils lie along the banks of rivers throughout the state. Large sections of 
the interior of the West Gulf Coastal Plain have soils composed of sands and clays. 
Rich, heavy, blackIand clays make up a belt in the eastern interior of the plain. The 
prairie regions of the North-Central Plains have soils of clays, limestone, and sands. 
The Great Plains include clays, clay loam, and sandy loam soils. The Basic and 
Range Region has round, stony mountain soils. 
Forests cover about 23 million acres or 14 percent of the state. Commercially, 
valuable forests, mostly pines and hardwoods, grow on about 12.5 million acres. 
More than 225 kinds of trees grow in Texas. The most valuable commercially are 
gums, oaks, and pines. 
Manufacturing accounts for about 52 percent of the value of goods produced 
in Texas. The four leading manufacturing segments include, in order of importance, 
(1) chemicals (primarily petroleum-based), (2) nonelectric machinery (primarily oil-
related), (3) petroleum and coal products, and (4) food products. Food products 
account for over $3.5 billion, with beverages and meat products ranked one and two, 
respectively. Other food products include rice, dairy, bakery goods, and (food and 
feed) grain mill products. The Panhandle-Southern High Plains area is a center of 
the state's meat-packing industry, with large plants in Friona, Hereford, and 
Plainview (Figure 76). 
Texas has a yearly farm income over $10 billion. This represents 
approximately 15 percent of the value of all goods and services produced in the state. 
Beef cattle are the largest source of farm income, contributing about $4.4 billion per 
year. Texas winters are usually so mild that cattle can graze in pastures and/or range 
year round. 
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Figure 76. Texas Feedyards and Packers. 
The United States range industry began in Texas with long-homed cattle. 
Purebred cattle, such as the angus, hereford, and shorthorn, gradually replaced the 
long-horns. These, in tum, have been replaced by other breeds, including brahman-
shorthorn mix and more exotic breeds. 
Cotton is Texas' leading crop and the second-ranking farm product. More 
cotton 'grows in Texas than in any other state. Sorghum grain is the second most 
valuable crop, followed by poultry and dairy products. Rice, wheat, com, cottonseed, 
hay, oats, peanuts, soybeans, sugar beets, and sugar cane are also produced. 
About 30 airlines serve Texas and the state has about 1,300 airports. The 
largest setVe Dallas-Fort Worth and Houston. The airports at Houston and 
Brownsville are major stops on air routes between the United States and Latin 
America. Railroads in Texas operate on 13,300 miles of track, more than any other 
state. About 30 rail lines provide freight service in the state and passenger trains link 
about 20 Texas cities to other cities. Texas has approximately 260,000 miles of roads 
and highways, 80 percent of which are surfaced. About 3,000 miles of interstate 
highway cross Texas. 
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Texas has 15 deepwater ports along the Gulf of Mexico. Houston is the 
busiest port and is also one of the chief shipping centers in the United States. The 
other deepwater ports are Bay City, Beaumont, Brownsville, Corpus Christi, Freeport, 
Galveston, Harbor Island, Orange, Point Comfort, Port Arthur, Port Isabel, Port 
Mansfield, Sabine Pass, and Texas City. Another 15 shallow ports also lie along the 
eastern coast of Texas. These can be served by barges, fishing vessels, and other 
shallow-draft vessels. The Gulf Intracoastal Waterway runs the length of the Texas 
coast from Brownsville to Orange. Boats from the state's 15 shallow ports use the 
waterway, which connects with the Mississippi River at New Orleans. 
Primarily due to its favorable location, Texas remains quite warm throughout 
the winter (Figure 77). January highs range from 49 8 F in the north to 73 8 F in the 
January 
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Figure 77. Texas Temperatures. 
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Figure 79. Texas Precipitation. 
Wisconsin Economy 
Wisconsin's natural resources include rich soil, plentiful water, minerals, vast 
forests, and abundant plant and animal life (Figure 80). Southeastern, southern, and 
western Wisconsin are the state's best agricultural areas. These areas have mostly 
gray-brown forest soils. They also have scattered sections of dark prairie soils. In 
northern Wisconsin, soils are less fertile and often too acidic. 
J 
Wisconsin has 1,690 square miles of inland water in addition to its outlying 
waters of Lake Michigan and Lake Superior. These two Great Lakes and the 
Mississippi River provide inexpensive transportation. 
Minerals include sand and gravel. Stone, primarily granite, is also relatively 
plentiful. Iron ore is found in Jackson, Ashland, and Iron Counties. Deposits of lead 
and zinc are found in certain areas. Sulfide deposits containing large amounts of 
copper and zinc are in the northern counties. Other minerals include basalt, clay, 
peat, quartzite, sandstone and silicon sand, and shale. 
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Food products have an added value of $2.33 billion annually. Wisconsin 
produces more milk and butter than any other state. Its cheese factories make about 
40 percent of the cheese produced in the United States. Other milk products are 
likewise important. 
Wisconsin's production agriculture totals approximately $4.3 billion yearly. 
This is 19 percent of the total value of all goods and services produced in the state. 
Dairying is the most important agricultural activity (in terms of farm income), but 
meat animals account for ov~r $800 million annually. Most of the beef ca~e . ~d . ' 
.. .... ' . . : .. : . . ': ' :. ··hogs·raised in· Wisco~$in. are .Sen~.·~ .. m~-~kirig : plaD:ts in ·Green· · BaY:,,M~,.and .. : ..... : : . . :. ' 
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Figure 81. Wisconsin Feeders and Packers. 
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Transportation has continued to increase on the Great Lakes, while traffic on 
the Mississippi has declined. Today, over 5,200 miles of railroad tracks cross the 
state and six railroads provide freight service. Milwaukee, a major Great Lakes port, 
exports dairy products, flour, grain, iron and steel scrap, machinery, and other 
products. Ocean-going ships also dock in such ports as Green Bay, Kenosha, 
Manitowoc, and Superior. Wisconsin has about 100 public and 285 private airports. 
Airlines serve Green Bay, Madison, Milwaukee, and other large cities. There are 
approximately 107,000 miles of road and highways, about 95 percent of which are 
s,urfaced . . 
. ... ..... :::: .. :: .•. ,\ :'~~n~ti~~tu:es ' are:~w~;~~d~e 'to~~th~StateSe~~L '. 
jan~ 'jnglis, :plrely ,exceed ;32· F and,' the, ~aj9~iy.' .~f ~~ , s~ie, " eii~utes ' d3:}rtirile: . 
highs' from o~y 24· F to 28· F' (Figure 82). ,LOws range' from' ~19· 'F to '-iO· F. iuly " , 
temperatures average less than 90· F and low temperatures vary between 52· F in ' 
northern Wisconsin to 64· F in the south . 
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Figure 84. Wisconsin Precipitation. 
Utah's economy depends to a large degree on manufacturing, mining, and 
agriculture. Most of the irrigated farmland lies in a north-south line down the center 
of the state (Figure 85). Deposits of copper, gold, lead, molybdenum, silver, and 
zinc are found throughout the state. Coal, natural gas, and petroleum are generally 
found Jin the Colorado Plateau, the eastern portion of the State. Utah has one of the 
richest deposits of oil shale in the United States. The Escalante Desert in the 
southwest has large supplies of iron ore. Other mineral products include beryllium, 
clay, gilsonite, gypsum, potassium salts, slar, selenium, stone, uranium, and vanadium. 
Utah's chief manufactured products in order of importance include: (1) 
primary metals, (2) nonelectric machinery, and (3) transportation equipment. 
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include alfalfa seed, apples, barley, greenhouse and nursery products, onions, and 
potatoes. 
Cattle, primarily cow/calf operations, are scattered throughout the state, 
except for certain federally managed areas. Cattle feeding is done primarily in 
Sanpete/Sevier Counties, along the Wasatch Front, and in Cache County. Major 
areas of cattle slaughter are in Salt Lake and Cache Counties. The Cache County 
facility is the only one in the state capable of killing in excess of 1,000 head per day 
(Figure 86). 
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Figure 86. Utah Feedyards and Packers. 
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The first transcontinental railroad system in the United States was completed 
in Utah. Today, railroads operate on over 1,700 miles of track. Over 49,000 miles 
of roads exist and there are over 90 airports, with Salt Lake City being the largest. 
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Air service into Salt lake City includes 6 airlines, though there are some additional 
"private" lines" 
Utah's winter daytime temperatures range from 24 - F in the mountains to 48-
F in the southwest portion of the state (Figure 87)" January temperatures are quite 
cold in the mountain areas of the state, primarily along the Wasatch Front and 
Uintah Mountains" Low temperatures in the southwest portion of the state drop to 
only 28· F" Summer high temperatures range from 98· F (southern Utah) to 62· F 
.(Uintah Mountains)" Low temperatures during July can ~ as low .. as 38- F in the 
'mouritains· :·~~. as high·, as ·74.-' F ·'in,:the more . arid . ~~rt··land~.··. : .. ·: ... ' . . ,. .. : . : .. .. . : . .. .... , ". 
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Figure 89. Utah Precipitation. 
Feeder and Slaughter Cattle Production 
.. -
. ', . . " . ~ .. :" . ':.:" ',:" 
As noted earlier, production of commodities in a quasi-market economy 
generally occur because of some real or imagined comparative advantage. In the 
preceding material, various land and related resources were discussed. Which of 
those resources appear to be the most relevant to cattle feeding? 
No industry type was common across all states examined, though all major 
agricultural states do have a well-developed industrial base. In each of the leading 
agricultural states, food and fiber processing also was found to exist and was often 
the largest segment of the manufacturing sector. It is hypothesized that those 
industries located in these states because of the favorable agronomic environment. 3 
However, many of these frrms still import processed products from outside the state. 
~at is, it is not considered very likely that agricultural production resources went to where the 
processing was located. 
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Local production may need to adapt to the requirements of these industries. It 
appears that Utah is maturing with respect to these industries given that a number 
of food processing firms have located in the state over the last decade. 
Virtu all y all of the states discussed have plentiful natural resources, 
particularly with respect to agronomic factors. California has large grazing areas and 
plentiful feed, though this feed is often a by-product of other production processes. 
That is, feedstuffs are often included in the cropping patterns because of their role 
in crop rotaQ.ons. ,The ~tern portion of Colorado, which is similar to the Great 
, '" ;Plains" also, " ~ ' ~~~~t ' gr~~g' , ~n4itjon~!,,:: ' @il~s ,an4: J~~a , ~'" ~~ ,~jor . ' ,' " 
, agti,ctiltutaI' "~ta~ · ','and' l)(~~ ": bave: ,' sail. ' I1lois~', -: and , other':', ~mnorltic ' (X)~<fi.tions "" < ~. , 
, condu~iv~ ' to, f~, ptocj~ction', 'primarny ' CQn~~~" 'su,ch ' aS ~m-' ~9 : Soy~~. " , ', ' , ,',' 
Kansas, Nebraska, ail,!' South niuCota , are 'leading ' stateS ' it{the production ' of feed and ", ' ,' 
food grains, and cattle are a welcome component in the conversion of grains and 
other feeds into meat and meat products. Minnesota and Wisconsin have favorable 
agronomic conditions, though these states face more difficult climatic factors. 
Excellent growing conditions exist in Oklahoma and Texas, and there is much more 
pasture and rangeland in these two states than in the other plains' states. 
Each of the states which lead in cattle production are also states with a well-
developed transportation system. Furthermore, it would appear that most such states 
also often have access to relatively low cost transportation systems, Le., barges and 
other water traffic. If no access to water transportation is available, the road system 
is well-developed and covers virtually all of the state. In fact, the road system often 
criss-crosses the state, which provides ready access to virtually every portion of the 
state. Even in the case of Colorado, which is split east to west with a very high 
mountain range, most cattle feeding and slaughter occurs in the eastern portion of 
the state, an area where major impediments to transportation don't exist. In contrast, 
while Utah has a reasonably well-developed transportation system, particularly with 
respect to highways and railroads, a major mountain area lies between the eastern 
portion of the state and the western portion. Note that most of the cattle slaughter 
capacity exists in the northern mountain area of Utah, primarily in the Cache Valley. 
This is an aberration which may exist simply as a temporal development pattern, or 
a result of certain cost efficiencies. 
Rather surprisingly, temperature does not appear to be a major factor in the 
location of cattle industry, though it could certainly be argued that it plays a more 
significant role in the final fattening period as evidenced by the concentration of 
cattle feeding and slaughter in the Midwest and Southern Plains state. This 
observation is not intended to suggest that temperatures are not important. 
California, Oklahoma, and Texas possess the most favorable temperature conditions 
and they remain three of the largest cattle feeding states. Still, temperatures in much 
of the Com Belt and Northern Great Plains states are not substantially different from 
Utah. In fact, WISCOnsin and Minnesota have even less desirable temperature 
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conditions. While cattle feeding efficiencies are impacted by cold, wet weather as 
noted by Minish and Fox, they do not appear to be determining factors with respect 
to cattle feeding and slaughter. 
Most of the large states had elevations much lower than those existing in 
Utah, though much of the prime agricultural area in Utah lies at elevations of 3,000' 
asl to 4,000' asl. Elevations likely have no or little direct impact on feeding cattle 
anyway, except for the relationships that might exist between elevation and climate. 
An indirect effect may be crop productivity which may impact per unit (Le., bushel 
.. . . ; .. or. hundred .weight) . ~·st· .Q~.feed. _ .. :." .. '. ... ' . . . .  :: . . ...... . : . - '. ' .... : ... . '. ' " ._ . . ' .' ~ ..... " .. . .' 
. ' . : ' ; : pf~~iltf1eOtQst unP<>~(. ~Iilnio~~is~e a~~ial>ility ' ~~f~~hdi/ ,,: .: :.: 
particulady ' conCentniteS such as cOrn, gram, Sorghum; etc. 'As the beef production " .': . 
process nears completion, · cattle production location becomes more concentrated, 
most likely in response to increased feed or concentrate requirements. Common with 
many other production processes, the final stages in the beef production process are 
more specialized. More specialized production processes imply more specialized 
resources. In the case of cattle, the specialized resources or inputs are in the form 
of concentrates or high caloric feedstuffs. 
Cattle Feedstuffs 
Cattle feedstuffs vary from corn grain to irrigated pasture to grain stubble. 
While it is not possible to provide a detailed discussion of all feedstuffs utilized in 
the beef production process, the following concentrates are analyzed in greater detail: 
corn grain, grain sorghum, soybeans, wheat, and barley. 4 In addition, some 
discussion is provided with respect to acreage of alfalfa, corn silage, irrigated and 
pasture, as well as acreage included in the conservation reserve program since it is 
hypothesized that such acreage may have a positive impact on cattle feeding costs. 
Com Grain 
As illustrated in Figure 90, corn grain production tends to be concentrated in 
the Cornbelt, an area running roughly west to east from South Dakota to Ohio and 
north to south from Minnesota to Missouri. Corn grain is the largest single 
component in beef feeding, at least during the fattening stage. Note that most of the 
areas in which corn grain is produced are also those areas which benefit from 
plentiful natural moisture. Irrigation is used in only a small portion of the 
production area or to supplement moisture reserved in moderate rainfall areas. 
"while not included as a major feedstuff, cottonseed is used as a feed concentrate. Leading 
producers of cottonseed are Arizona, California, and Texas. 
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Figure 90. Areas of Corn Grain Production. 
The fourteen leading states in the production of corn grain are shown in 
Figure 91. Iowa and Dlinois lead in the production of com grain, but most of the 
states leading in cattle feeding and slaughter also lead in the production of corn 
gram. 
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Figure 91. Leading States in Production of Com Grain. 
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Sorehum 
Grain sorghum is also used as an animal feed, but it is grown in many of the 
areas that do not produce corn grain (Figure 92). Kansas and portions of Texas are 
the major production areas, though some is also grown in the panhandle portion of 
Oklahoma. Additional production occurs along the Mississippi River. 
" . . : .... ,' .. • . . ... ''1 - , ' • • - • • , .. ' . . . 
. :', ' ', .. 
' . .. ..... ' , ", , " 
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Figure 92. Areas of Grain Sorghum Production. 
Kansas, Nebraska, and Texas lead the United States in the production of grain 
sorghum as represented in Figure 93. 
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Figure 93. Leading States in Production of Grain Sorghum. . 
Soybeans are used as an animal feed concentrate and are grown throughout 
Iowa, Wisconsin, lllinois, and Indiana (Figure 94). Iowa, and along the Mississippi 
River, primarily in Missouri, Arkansas, and Mississippi. Some are even produced 
along the eastern sea border of Texas. 
Figure 94. Areas of Soybean Production. 
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The top six soybean producing states and their levels of production are 
illustrated in Figure 95. Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota, and Indiana lead the country in 
soybean production. 
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Figure 95. Leading States in Production of Soybeans. 
Winter Wheat 
As illustrated in Figure 96, considerable winter wheat is produced in southern 
Nebraska, Kansas, western Oklahoma, and northern Texas. Much of the wheat 
produced in the upper midwest, i.e.,the Dakota's and Montana, are also used in the 
production of beef, but generally in support of cows and calves. 
Kansas, Illinois, Indiana, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, Ohio, Texas, and 
Oklahoma are major producers of winter wheat, a crop that is often grazed prior to 
head formation in order to achieve relatively inexpensive growth in the fall and 
winter months (Figure 91). It provides an excellent feedstuff for calves needing to 
build frame prior to fattening. 
However, over the past decade there has been an increase of use of wheat 
grain in actual cattle feeding as well. Consequently, areas of wheat production are 
relevant for both backgrounding and fattening operation. 
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Figure 96. Areas of Wheat Production. 
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Figure 97. Leading States in Production of Winter Wheat. 
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Barley for Grain 
While of minor importance nationally, barley grain production does play a 
significant role in cattle feeding is states west of the Corn Belts (Figure 98). Major 
barley production occurs in the Dakota's, Montana, Idaho, and Washington. Barley 
feed conversion is not as beneficial as corn grain (generally ranging from 80% to 
93 % in terms of various components of feed value) and is generally used only when 
com grain cannot be produced or imported economically. 
. ' ..... . ~: . . : ,. , 0 0 .. , • . . ," : - " 0 ° . ..... ~ . . # • • °0 • . ' • • • ~ '. ' 0' 
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Figure 98. Areas of Barley Grain. 
Figure 99 shows the top four barley producing states. Montana and North 
Dakota are the major producers. Note that these two states do not feed many cattle. 
The next two states, in order of importance, are Idaho and Minnesota. These two 
states do feed significant numbers of cattle. 
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Figure 99. Leading States in Production of Barley Grain. 
Irri2ated Pasture 
Much of the available irrigated pasture is located in the western portion of the 
United States as displayed in Figure 100. It would appear that while irrigated 
pasture may be important for the cow/calf producer, its use as a feedstuff for 
fattening cattle is quite limited, at least during the final feeding stages. California 
and Colorado are both states with large acreage of irrigated pasture and both have 
a sizeable feeding industry, but most other states with large acreage of irrigated 
pasture are primarily cow/calf producing states. 
Dlinois, the Dakota's, Kansas, Iowa, Nebraska, and Texas lead in the use of 
cropland as pasture and states which lead in the utilization of all pasture lands 
include' Oklahoma, Iowa, Kansas, and Texas. Grassland used as pasture occurs in 
most states but the leading locations include California, Colorado, Nebraska, and 
South Dakota (Figure 101). 
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Figure 100. Irrigated Pasture Land. 
(Acres) 
30.000 r-----------------------------------------------------------~ 
,_ Crop/Pastlre I 
25. 000 ................ .... .. ......... . 
20.000 
15.000 
10,000 
5,000 
III Kansas Nlnn N DIlle: Tex 
State 
Figure 101. Leading States in Use of Cropland and All Land as Pasture. 
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Acres in Conservation Reserve 
Acreage in the conservation reserve program will not directly affect feedstuff 
availability for fattening cattle. Still, it can serve as a proxy for "other pasture" lands, 
i.e. ,other than those irrigated. Note that the largest participation in the conservation 
reserve program is western Nebraska, Kansas, Oklahoma, and Texas (Figure 102). 
Other participants include the Dakota's, Iowa, Missouri, Arkansas, as well as other 
areas along the Mississippi. Montana also has large tracts of land entered into the 
conservation reserve program, as does eas~rn Idaho ~d ~ashington. 
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Figure 102. Acres in Conservation Reserve Programs. 
Acres idled under annual commodity acreage adjustment program for 1987 are 
shown for the United States in Figure 103. Once again, most of the land idled under 
this program is located in Great Plains and Com Belt states along the Mississippi 
River. Even Oklahoma and Texas have considerable acreage idled. 
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Figure 103. Acres Idled Under Annual Commodity Acreage 
Adjustment Program. 
Many of the states which lead in grain production also make a major 
contribution to the total production of hay in the United States (Figure 104). States 
leading in hay production include California, Iowa, Michigan, Minnesota, and 
Wisconsin. It should be noted that hay is primarily utilized in beef cow/calf or dairy 
cattle operations. It is included only as a roughage in most fattening rations, and 
even then, used only during the first phase of the fattening process. 
91 
" .' 
. - : .- . . ' 
. ... 
. :. . .. . ' . ' .: . . ' 
: . . . ; , 
Figure 104. Areas of Hay Production. 
Summary 
Comparing the figures which illustrate the finishing stages with those showing 
the primary production locations for concentrates, it is apparent that the two 
coincide. Thus, it would appear that the single most important factor in the cattle 
finishing process is the location of feedstuff, particularly concentrates. 
This result is not unexpected given that 6-8 pounds of feed are required for 
each pound of gain for beef cattle during the fattening phase. However, it can also 
be seen that cattle feeding does occur in other areas, most importantly for this 
analysis, in northern Wyoming, Montana, Idaho, and Utah which suggests that while 
the Com Belt and Great Plains areas might have some comparative advantage in 
finishing cattle, other areas can do so profitably at least over the longer run. 
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Review of Literature 
Relatively little has been published regarding vertical integration in the 
cow-calf-feedlot sector of beef production in the animal science literature. Notter, 
et al., (1979), studied the simulated efficiency of beef production for a 
cow-calf-feedlot management system in three major areas: (1) milk production, (2) 
mature body size, and (3) cross breeding systems. 
G. M. Smith (1979) studied the effects of size as a component of beef 
. 'pr09u~tiQn" eff1:ci.~~cy .specifi~y' in . the ' .~~ ~Qf.. feed:~Qt . mod.ucti9n ~~ ~teg~~ " . . : 
, : " ,effiCien~y, .. . ~ similar pa~r ,by r. C." ~g~t' (1~79) " ~Wqied: : ;~'Y~ ~i~~~~~ '. ',' :: : ~' . 
. in reHition to siZe 'as ' a compOnent of'beef 'production, efficiency • .': " .:" . . ' .. : . . 
. '. . . -.. . .' . " . . 
Relatively more has been written in . agricultural economics literature. T. E. 
Flick and G. Marousek (1983) used linear programming analysis for short-run 
evaluation of optimum production methods within each feedlot size. Results 
indicated that in each size feedlot, feeding yearlings to slaughter using by-product 
feeds was the most profitable method. Feeding calves to slaughter was never the 
most profitable method. 
A. E. Mosely, et al., (1986) did research on a mixed-integer programming 
analysis of the structure of a Florida based cattle feeding industry. Florida exports 
feeder cattle and then imports carcass and boxed beef. From the developed 
mixed-integer programming model, the optimal number and location of feedlots and 
slaughter plants were determined. At production levels exceeding 600,000 head, the 
cost of producing carcass beef in Florida is comparable to the United States average. 
In 1978, Kansas State University published several leaflets regarding the 
potential profitability of alternative management/marketing options for cow-calf 
producers. The alternatives considered included: (1) Drylot Backgrounding and 
Finishing Steers and Heifers, (2) Drylot Backgrounding of Steers, (3) Grazing Steers, 
(4) Breakeven Cattle Feeding and Backgrounding, (5) Finishing Beef Steers, and (6) 
Wintering and Grazing Steers. These leaflets were primarily "enterprise budget" 
analyses. Virtually none of the alternatives were profitable at that time. 
In 1983, the University of Wyoming published an economic analysis of costs 
and returns of alternative calf wintering and grazing programs. Options considered 
included: (1) grass hay only, (2) alfalfa hay only, (3) grass and alfalfa hay (50/50 
split), and (4) alfalfa hay and com silage. Each of these options were used in 
examining two different rates of gain. The calves were overwintered, then pastured. 
The profitable scenarios included the "alfalfa hay" and "alfalfa hay/barley" feeding 
regimes. As would be expected, the summer pasturing program was more profitable 
than the winter feeding program, but both were profitable for the two options noted 
above. As part of this analysis, net returns over time were examined, from 1962-63 
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through 1980-81. Years in which losses incurred included 1963-64,1973-74,1975-76, 
1979-80, and 1980-81. However, the average return over the entire period under 
consideration was positive. Note that the options included did not include finishing 
the animals. 
Torell, et al., examined numerous options in a series of extension publications 
out of New Mexico State University in 1986. Options considered relevant to this 
analysis primarily dealt with yearling operations for various counties in the State. A 
positive return to ~~agement was realized for each size and location considered . 
. . 
. :- .. .. ':. -: . .. In" \~Q~ .. iecent .. : ·~alYsi~, .Gnty. · (l99i> .'~~e4' the . ~ati~ge~~nt . optiQn', ' , '. ' : ... . ... :.: 
avaucible' 'to cattle:· prOducerS~ · · 1Jte oPtions'" ooitslaered ,iIichided: ;:(1) Sell 'caives "at . ' . ', ,,,, , 
weaning', (2) hold calves in' a "backgroonding" situation', Seliirig the calves' at an" " , 
average of 760 pounds, and (3) retain ownership through till slaughter. Under an 
assumption of high owner equity, option (1) was profitable, option (2) and (3) were 
not. 
Finally, in recent work at Kansas State, retained ownership through slaughter 
was profitable seven out of ten years, as was the average of the ten years (Mintert, 
1990). 
Analytical Approaches Adopted 
As part of this study, various sell-buy options were examined as the calves 
moved through the production process. Two analytical approaches were adopted in 
assessing option profitability. The first approach involved the use of mathematical 
programming model. The second technique employed was that of enterprise 
budgeting. 
Mathematical Programming 
JA tool frequently used in production economics, as evidenced by the above 
noted literature review, is mathematical programming, a technique used in solving 
a problem that has certain characteristics. These characteristics are: (1) there is a 
function or objective to be maximized or minimized, (2) there are limited resources 
to be used in the satisfaction of this objective, and (3) numerous means of using the 
resources are available. 
Perhaps the most common type of mathematical programming is linear 
programming. Animal science experts would recognize this technique, primarily as 
it relates to cost minimizing feed rations. Due to its simplicity, linear programming 
is widely used. Linear programming answers production economics' problems with 
respect to the best "course of action" to be taken. 
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However, four major limiting assumptions are required in using linear 
programming models, including: 
(1) Aditivity and Linearity. This assumption specifies that the total amount 
of resources used by two or more processes must be the sum of the amount of 
resources used by each process. The total output of two processes is equal to the 
sum of the output from each process. Interactions between processes are not allowed 
and complementary relationships are not recognized. Constant returns to scale is a 
term that is synonymous with linear programming. Simply stated, if you double 
, , ' iQ.pu~" . ,Qutpu~, ... ~ . ~,~ d~Ub~e . . : .. . ,' .' " .,' .... . :. :.: ' : ... . ". ' . . ' .... ' . . :' . . , .. ... . . . 
. :.. ~: .. ......  :.':" > ... . : ...... .. "': .. :: ..'. . ',". ';:; .. ~: : .. . '>'. '- '. ' '.. . .. : ". .. ... . ... .. ' ... ' .... ~ : . : .  ':' '.' . :: :.' ... ;:' ./: .:-: .'.<~: . '.' >' .. ' ':. ':'.. .. ' : ..' :' '. 
.. , ':" '; ... .:-. (2) "DiviSibility'. 'rIte·assuinption. ~rdivisibility ' ~ifies that an reSOurCes '~d~ .... ' ~,: ' . 
" . prOducts' Can he' prOduced' in fractional' ·amounts. · 'Obviously, some ' uriits 'cannot be: ';-
completely divisible, one animal is one animal. Therefore, a certain. amount of 
"rounding" is often required in interpreting linear programming models. 
(3) Finiteness. This assumption specifies a limit to the number of alte~ative 
processes and resource restrictions that can be included. The problem must be 
constrained in some fashion. 
(4) Single Value Expectation. This assumption specifies that all input and 
output coefficients and prices must be known with certainty. Except for possible 
sensitivity analysis, this eliminates consideration of risk. 
A valuable dimension of linear programming is the helpful information 
generated as part of a solution. As a by-product of the solution, information 
pertaining to reduced costs, dual prices, and sensitivity analysis are provided. 
Scenario 1: Initial Model Description 
A multi-period linear programming model designed to maximize profits from 
a confined cow/calf-to-slaughter feeding operation, subject to certain physical 
constraints, was developed. 
The program was written in a series of cycles. Each cycle was composed of 
a nine month feeding period and progressed one month at a time. Therefore, a cycle 
would begin each month and continue nine months as the animal was fed from 
weaning to slaughter weight. As a result, nine cycles start before the frrst cycle ends. 
Consequently, the model had a "phase-in" period of eight months where the feedlot 
space available was not filled in the beginning stages of the model. 
To adequately examine the problem, it was necessary to run the program at 
least 20 cycles so that there would be a minimum of 12 cycles (one cycle starting 
every month of the year) where the feedlot space was filled. This also results in a 
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"phase-out" period of eight months where the final cycle's animals are fed to 
slaughter weight. Figure 105 illustrates the chronological order of the programming 
model. 
Cycle 1, Sep'88-May'89, Full Capacity 
Cycle 2, Oct'88-Ju~'8g 
Cycle 3, Nov'88~Jul'8e 
. C.yCI. a, ~n.'8:~-8 .• . p'e8 .": .. ' . . ......... ;. 
Cycl. e~' Feb'ie':'oct'81' . 
. '" : ': '.4 , ' - ,; > 
Phase-in Phase-out 
Cycle 14, Oct'89-Ju~'90 
Cycle U5, NOV'89j-JUI'IO 
Cycle 16, Dec jS9-Aug'90 
Cycle 17, Jan'IO-Sep'IO 
Cycle ~, Feb'IO-Oct'90 
Figure 105. Programming Model Chronological Structure. 
The profit maxtmlzmg objective function involved a number of activities 
throughout each cycle. As implied above, the cost activities included: (1) producing 
a feeder calf, (2) purchasing a feeder calf, (3) producing required feeds, (4) 
purchasing required feeds, and (5) employing labor. Selling the animals at each 
cycle's end (at slaughter weight) was the only revenue activity for the initial model. 
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In equation form, the model appears as: 
20 2028 20283 
(1) MAX II: - L a.iCi - L L fJl1lJ -L L L ~uI' Ijl 
i-I i-I j-l i-I )-1 k-1 
20283 20 
-L L L Aijjl.ijl: -L + L (J,Si 
i-I j-l k-1 i-I 
... .. . .. .. . .~ubject. ~ the fo»ow~g. cons~ts; . ..... . 
. . .' ' . " ... : '.- '. . .. " .' ' . . .. , .. 
. .. . ... . .... . : ." .. .... ...... : .. . :... F~~~ · · choi~· .~~ <latirir ·. ~~·s~ehi: · ;'.:.: .. ... ::-. .... . ' .. . . ',' , . , .... 
(2) -Cij - Bij + L =0; for all i = 1,2, ... ,20 
j=I,2, ... ,28 
Labor availability: 
(3) .27Cij + .27Bij + .27Dij + .27AIJ S T",; 
for all i= 1,2, ... ,20 
j=I,2, ... ,28 
m =1,2 
Feed requirements: 
for all i = 1,2, ... ,20 
j = 1,2, ... ,28 
k = 1,2,3 
Cow-produced calf assessment: 
(5) -Cij + 1.05Aij=0; for all i=I,2, ... ,20 
j=I,2, ... ,28 
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Space availability: 
20 28 
(6) E E <XijCfj + x,jJfj + Xpij + 243Aij} < 688686 
i-I j-I 
Produced animal multi-period transfer: 
(7) Cij - Cij+1 = 0; for all i = 1,2, ... ,20 
j = 1,2, .... ,28 
. " . ' . - , ' , . . 
' . . ~ " .. 
. ' ': " 
" : .. . . . 
Purchased arumal multi-period transfer: . . 
(8) (Bij + Dij) - Dij+l· = 0; for all i = 1,2, ... ,12 
j=I,2, ... ,28 
Animal sale: 
(9) (Cij +Di) -Si=O; for all i=I,2, ... ,20 
j=I,2, ... ,28 
Produced com silage available (tons): 
20 28 
(10) E E Pijl ~ 9396; for 1 =year 1; year 2; year 3 
i-I j-I 
(11) J 
Produced barley available (cwt.): 
20 28 
E E Pijl < 14762; for 1 =year 1; year 2; year 3 
i-I j-l 
Produce alfalfa hay available (tons): 
20 28 
(12) E EPij, < 391; for l=year 1; year 2; year 3 
i-I j-l 
.. '. \ " .": 
.. : , , : . ,. . ", . .... , " .... , 
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The variable names followed a lengthy but simple code. For example, the 
variable name C09400 would be interpreted as: C = produced animal, 0 = first 
cycle, 9 = ninth month, 400 = four hundred pounds; or a produced animal in the 
first cycle in September weighing 400 pounds. Other than altering the first letter, all 
the variable names follow the same format. After all adjustments were made, the 
initial model consisted of 1,440 activities and 1,447 rows. 
Where: C = Produced animal 
B = Purchased "Qfliinal 
. ' . D ·~. pUrchased ·animal :.tr.aiisfer . .. 
A = Mother cow '. ' .. 
P = 'Produced feed 
R = Purchased feed 
L = Labor Assessment 
T = Labor Availability 
S = Sell animal 
a = Produced animal cost 
fJ = Purchased animal cost 
'Y = Produced feed cost 
A = Purchased feed cost 
(J = Sale revenue 
p. = Feed requirement 
X = Space requirement 
i = cycle 
j = month 
k =feed type 
I = year 
m = 1: 1350 hours (Winter months) 
m = 2: 900 hours (Summer months) 
. . 
. ~ . . '. . ... 
'0 ; • • 
.' '0 ' .~ 
: i . . . '.' 00, . ',.: . . ~ : .:.: . 
Data. Feeding trials of 128, 500-pound steers were obtained from Dr. Norris 
Stenquist (Utah State University, Department of Animal Science). Associated cattle 
prices for these animals throughout their feeding stages were obtained from Cattle 
Fax for the Nevada/Utah area. Information regarding production and physical 
facilities costs and availability were supplied by Wilde Bros. Farms, Ltd., in Welling, 
Alberta, as well as costs involved in production of a calf from birth until weaning. 
Corn silage, barley, and alfalfa hay yields and prices were taken from 1990 Utah 
Agricultural Statistics. 
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Produced Animal. Enterprise budgets were prepared using data from 1990 
Utah Agricultural Statistics and historical feedlot data to predict the cost of 
producing a feeder in confinement. Since it is difficult to determine individual costs 
for the calf separate from the mother cow until the calf is weaned, the cow-calf pair 
was considered a single entity. Excluding feed costs, budgets included all production 
costs required by both the dry pregnant cow and lactating cow. The per day costs 
were $0.69 and $0.71 for pregnant and lactating cows, respectively. 
Since the feedstuffs available for the cows would be the same for the weaned 
animals, feed requirements and costs for the cows in the model were included at the 
'. . . :' time .·of .fCCding thew.~e.daDiinius. . : ' . ,::./ .: . . : ,:'.' . ' .. '> :..:' . 
. Although · nine· months are needed for gestation ' and generally' another . five or 
six months of growth until weaning, only one year was considered ' in determining the 
cost of the produced animal. In the first months of gestation, the mother cow was 
assumed to be nursing a previous calf to which these costs should be assessed. 
Therefore, the time period required to produce a calf does not necessarily reflect the 
cost period. Of the 12 months, seven are considered gestation, five lactating. 
Purchased Animal. Monthly data collected from Cattle Fax for the Utah-
Nevada region was used to generate the coefficients for the purchased calf. As 
purchasing cattle at any weight is a possible alternative, the model has the option to 
buy animals any month at the prescribed weights. Therefore, nine coefficients were 
needed for each month of each cycle. 
Cattle Fax price and weight data were in 50 pound increments. Therefore, 
simple interpolation was used to derive the prices for the animals at other than 50 
pound weight increments. Added to each buying price was a five dollar per animal 
trucking fee, six percent death loss and eight percent shrinkage for animals weighing 
less than 620 pounds, and five percent death loss and six percent shrinkage for 
animals weighing greater than 620 pounds. Buy coefficients for the first cycle are 
illustrated in Table 1. 
Produced Feeds. The programming model utilizes three feeds, com silage, 
barley, and alfalfa hay. These feeds can either be produced or purchased. Using 
crop enterprise budgets from 1990 Utah Agricultural Statistics, estimates were made 
regarding the coefficients to be used for the produced feeds. 
At an estimated yield of 22.5 tons per acre, the cost coefficient for com silage 
amounts to $16.71 per ton at time of harvest. To capture the cost of storage and 
spoilage, an additional $0.24 was added to the coefficient each month. 
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Table 1. Purchased Animal Report, Cycle 1. 
Date Animal Price ($/lb) Buy Coefficient 
Weight (lbs) 
Sep/88 400 .974 449.14 
Octl88 450 .9263 480.19 
Nov/88 500 .8917 513.27 
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Jan/89 620 · .834 578~96 
Feb/89 690 .8178 631.35 
Marl 89 800 .775 693.20 
Apr/89 910 .7361 748.53 
May/89 1000 .73 815.30 
Barley yields were estimated at 84 bushels per acre, resulting in a production 
cost of $2.05 per bushel. To be consistent with the feeding requirements, this cost 
was converted to $4.27per cwt. Each month an additional cost of $0.06 per cwt. was 
added to reflect storage cost. 
The alfalfa hay budget found in the 1990 Utah Agricultural Statistics was 
changed slightly. Expected yield is 5 tons per acre resulting in a production cost of 
$55.07 per ton. Once again, a storage cost of $1.09 per month was added. 
Purchased Feeds. The same feed types that were produced (com silage, 
barley, and alfalfa hay) were also deemed available for purchase at relevant Utah 
market )prices. 
The com silage price reported in the 1990 Utah Agricultural Statistics 
represents October's or the harvest month's price. To generate a monthly purchase 
price, the "Index of Prices Paid by Farmers" from the National Agricultural Statistics 
Service (NASS) for feed was used. 
The monthly price reported in the 1990 Utah Agricultural Statistics was in the 
form of dollars per bushel for barley. This price was converted to dollars per cwt. 
to match animal feeding requirements. 
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Alfalfa monthly prices were used as available from the 1990 Utah Agricultural 
Statistics. 
Labor. The labor cost coefficient was determined using information and 
estimates from other feedlots, as well as data found in Doane's Facts and Figures for 
Farmers. Six people working nine-hour days for 300 days per year were deemed 
sufficient to operate a 5, ()()() head per year feedlot, except for summer months as 
discussed later. Labor costs amounted to $1.62 per animal per month. It was 
assumed that the animals, after weaning, would require the same amount of labor 
regardless if it was produced or purchased. Therefore, the labor cost coefficient is 
the same for both. 
Animal Sales. The initial model included only one sell option, when the 
animals were at 1,100 pounds (slaughter weight). Live weight slaughter prices were 
obtained from Cattle Fax for the Idaho/Washington area, then adjusted downward 
$-I.ooper cwt. for Utah. All animals were assessed a three percent shrink and $5.00 
trucking fee before sale. 
Apart from feed and labor, the animals also incurred costs associated with 
health care and feedlot maintenance. These costs were assessed to the animal on a 
monthly basis and accounted for by decreasing the sale value by the proper amount. 
A per head, per day cost is illustrated in Table 2. 
Table 2. Costs of Production for Feeder Steers. 
Cash Costs: 
Amount Per Head 
Per Day 
Vet & Medicine .02 
Yardage .07 
Feeding Costs .14 
Interest @ 12% .08 
Salt .001 
Repairs: (Livestock Equipment, 
Fences, Buildings) .014 
Property Tax .02 
Total Cash Costs: .345 
Non-cash Costs: 
Fences & Buildings .02 
Livestock Handling Equipment J& 
Total Non-cash Costs: .08 
Total Costs per day: .425 
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Following these adjustments, final coefficients were calculated as displayed in 
Table 3. 
Table 3. Final Sell Coefficients. 
I Cycle I Date I Price: I Sell I Dollars! cwt. Coefficient 
1 June/89 69.85 $625.55 
2 July/89 68.50 $611.15 . 
3 Aug/89 71.35 $641.55 
4 Sep/89 68.45 $610.61 
5 Octl89 70.25 $629.82 
6 Nov/89 72.58 $654.68 
7 Dec/89 75.38 $684.55 
8 Janl90 77.06 $702.48 
9 Feb/90 77.53 $707.50 
10 Mar/90 77.30 $705.04 
11 Apr/90 79.44 $727.87 
12 May/90 77.69 $709.20 
13 June/90 75.55 $686.37 
14 July/90 74.50 $675.17 
J 15 · Aug/90 76.03 $691.49 
16 Sep/90 75.83 $689.36 
17 Octl90 77.94 $711.87 
18 Nov/90 79.16 $724.89 
19 Dec/90 79.92 $733.00 
20 Janl91 78.78 $720.83 
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Labor Availability. There were three types of animals within the model: the 
produced calf, the purchased calf, and the mother cow. Each of these animal types 
was estimated to require .27 hours per head per month of labor for feeding and 
handling. Four persons were assumed available during the summer months and six 
during the remaining months. 
Feed Requirements. The animals were assumed to have been fed a 
combination of com silage, barley, and alfalfa. The ratios of feeds fed changed as 
the animals increased in size and weight. Based on feeding trials conducted by Dr. 
Norris Stenquist, the feed combinations shown in Table 4 were used. 
Table 4. Feed Requirements for Produced and Purchased Animals. 
Animal Com Silage: Barley: Alfalfa: 
Weight (lbs) Tons/month Cwt.lmonth Tons/month 
400 0.33 1.17 0.06 
450 0.33 1.17 0.06 
500 0.33 1.17 0.06 
550 0.30 1.56 0.04 
620 0.25 1.88 0.04 
690 0.13 3.88 0.02 
800 0.07 5.23 0.02 
910 0.04 5.66 0.02 
1000 0.04 5.66 0.02 
The mother cows received com silage and alfalfa in varying amounts 
depending on whether they were dry and pregnant or lactating. If the cow was dry 
and pregnant, it was assumed she required 0.45 ton of com silage per month and 0.09 
ton of alfalfa hay per month. When the cow is lactating, she requires 0.75 ton of 
com silage per month and 0.15 ton of hay per month (Doane's Farm Management 
Guide, 1989). 
Cow-Produced Calf Assessment. If the programming model chose to produce 
the feeder calf, then provisions must also be made for the mother cow. The live 
calving percentage was estimated at 95 percent making the coefficient for the mother 
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cow 1.05. In other words, for every 100 produced animals the model must also 
include 105 mother cows. 
Space Availability. If the model chose to utilize a produced animal, it must 
also utilize a mother cow. A calf was assumed to require 200 square feet per animal, 
the cow 243 square feet. Obviously, as the calf increased in size, more space was 
required. Approximately 200 square feet per animal was assumed necessary for 
cattle weighing up to 600 pounds. From 600 to 1,200 pounds, 243 square feet per 
animal was required (Taylor, 1984). The produced animal requires the same amount 
of space as a purchased animal, but accompanying space is also required for the 
mother cow. Space availability for the model was estimated at 688,686 square feet 
(Wilde Bros. Farms, Ltd.). . 
Produced Feed Availability. A farm size of approximately 870 acres was 
divided up among the three crops to produce quantities that would be similar to the 
quantities required by the animals and still provide a reasonable rotation. Table 5 
shows this breakdown and the produced feed available per year. 
Table 5. Produced Feed Available. 
Crop Acres Yield: Total (tons) 
Planted Tons per Acre Available 
Com Silage 145 22.5 3265 
Alfalfa 125 5 625 
Barley 600 2.02 1212 
The initial model provides a basic approach to the stated problem. However, 
to examine specific aspects of the problem in more detail, the initial model was 
altered to include other possibilities. 
Scenario 2: Exclusion of Fixed Costs for All Feeder Animals 
In order to determine the relevance of the fixed costs, the initial programming 
model was altered by removing said costs. Non-cash or fixed costs of $0.08 per head 
per day or $2.40 per month were added to the calculation of the sell coefficient to 
reflect returns excluding fixed costs. 
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The economic sense of excluding fixed costs is as follows. Under the theory 
of the fmn, production should continue so long as returns meet all variable costs and 
even a fraction of fixed costs. If a part of fixed costs are covered, the firm should 
operate since if it were to shut down, the entire fixed costs would be incurred. 
Scenario 3: Exclusion or Produced Animal Fixed Cost 
In addition to the fixed costs associated with feeding the calves, the produced 
calf incurs additional fixed costs associated with the breeding, birth, and nursing. 
The mother cow and calf are considered one entity until weaning. Therefore, fixed 
costs can be removed from the produced calf by eliminating the costs associated with 
the dry pregnant and lactating cows. This amounts to $7.50per month or $90.ooper 
year. Logic similar to that given for Scenario 2 is also relevant for this scenario. 
Scenario 4: Backa:roundina: Options 
Backgrounding or selling the animals lighter and unfinished to another feedlot 
is a possible alternative to selling at the traditional finished weight. To capture this 
alternative, the programming model was altered several times to include selling 
options at 1,000,910,800,690, and 620 pounds. As before, feedlot maintenance for 
each month the animal is in the feedlot must be deducted as well as 3 % shrink and 
$5.00 per head for trucking at the time of sale. 
Scenario 5: Forced To Sell At An Unrmished WeiWt 
To help determine the feasibility of backgrounding as a feeding activity, all 
sales were forced to occur at an unfinished weight of 800 pounds or less. 
Scenario 6: Forced To Use Produced Animals Only 
In order to ascertain the production and timing possibilities, as well as profit, 
the initial programming model was altered such that only produced animals were 
utilized and sold. 
Summary 
By the way of summary, six different scenarios were examined using the linear 
programming model as described above. The major changes are given in Table 6. 
These different scenarios were considered to address certain questions. The 
first scenario was considered a "base" scenario in the sense that other scenarios were 
variations of the basic "feed to finish" strategy. In agriculture, it is often the case that 
returns to fixed costs are not sufficient to fully compensate the resources being 
employed. Hence, scenarios two and three were considered. The fourth and fifth 
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Table 6. Summary of Alternative Scenarios. 
Scenario Major Change 
1 Base Model 
2 Exclusion of Fixed Costs for all Feeder Calves 
3 Exclusion of Produced Calf Fixed Costs 
4 Backgrounding; Allow Option of Selling at Weights Other Than 
1,100 Pounds 
5 Force Sale at Unfinished Weights (1,000,910, 800, 690, and 
620 Pounds) 
6 Forced to Use Produced Animals Only 
scenarios were included to assess the economic viability of terminal retained 
ownership at lighter weights, i.e., to determine if it would be more profitable to sell 
the calves at some weight other than the slaughter weight. Finally, scenario six was 
included to examine the possibility of vertically integrating a cow/calf confinement 
operation - breeding through slaughter. 
Enterprise Budgeting 
As an alternative, costs and returns of feeding calves to slaughter weight were 
examined using an enterprise budgeting approach. The analysis was conducted for 
two feeaing periods (growth and fattening) and three feeding alternatives «1) feeding 
a 400 pound steer (heifer) calf to 1,150 (1,050) pounds, (2) feeding a 700 pound steer 
(heifer) calf to 1,150 (1,050) pounds), and (3) feeding a 400 pound steer (heifer) to 
700 pounds. A typical Utah feedlot ration was used in determining the feed costs. 
Rations for both the growth and fattening phases are given in Table 7. 
It was assumed that the 400 pound steers (heifers) were fed a growing ration 
for 167 days. During the fattening period, steers were assumed fed 143 days and 
heifers only 107 days. While there are some differences between rates of gain for 
steers and heifers, this was not specifically considered. During the growth period, it 
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Table 7. Typical Feeding Rations for Utah, 1987. 
Growth Ration (period 1): 
Com Alfalfa Grain 
Silage Hay Concentrate Com Barley 
Percentage 65 20 5 5 5 
Average 
Pounds/Day: 17.6 5.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 
Fattening Ration (period 2): 
Com Alfalfa Grain 
Silage Hay Concentrate Com Barley 
Percentage 10 10 10 35 35 
. Average 
Pounds/Day: 2.5 2.5 2.5 8.8 8.8 
was assumed that the calves gained 2.1pounds/day. During the fattening period, the 
calves were assumed to gain 2.8pounds/day. Obviously, different rates of gain would 
impact Jthe final net returns realized from the feeding operation. 
The price of calves purchased corresponds to the price existing at the time the 
calves entered the feedlot. The price of calves sold depicts the price of the calves 
price existing at the time of sale. As an example, for calves slaughtered in January 
of 1985, the price of steers purchased represents the price existing 300 days earlier 
for the lighter weights (400 pounds) and 143 days earlier for the heavier weights (700 
pounds). 
Other costs included in the analysis were veterinarian · costs, death losses, and 
"other costs" which included interest and yardage fees. All prices and costs used in 
the analysis reflect monthly averages. 
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Results 
Results from both approaches and their various scenarios are given in detail 
below. 
Linear Programming Approach 
Scenario 1: The Base Model 
Although the produced animal cost coefficients are less than those for 
purchased animals, the initial model chose to utilize purchased animals. Produced 
feeds were generally exhausted first, then purchased feeds were utilized. Space and 
labor for the animals fed were assessed, with space becoming the limiting constraint. 
The model was at full capacity from May 1989 to April 1990. The first eight 
animal groups sold in full capacity were purchased uniformly over the phase-in 
period. Likewise, the last eight groups were sold in the phase-out period, yet 
purchased during full capacity. 
The optimal solution of the initial model (Le.,Scenario 1) did not result in the 
use of produced animals during any feeding cycle even though those animals were 
less costly. Why? Primarily because for produced animals, it was also necessary to 
assess space and feed cost against mother cows since this was modeled as a vertically 
integrated cow/Calf - slaughter calf operation. This meant that 105 mother cows 
needed to be maintained for every 100 calves fed. In addition to the feed costs, each 
mother cow was assumed to occupy 243 square feet of limited pen space. 
The opportunity cost of the space available for feeding purchased animals 
becomes too great for the produced animals. While the per calf return is greater for 
the produced calf, fewer of them can be sold since space is occupied by the mother 
cow. Consequently, only those calves purchased outside the system were used. 
'Purchased animals weighing 400 pounds were chosen for feeding throughout 
the entire initial model. Even though physical space was available, the model 
sequenced phase-in in order to maintain full lots throughout the full capacity phase. 
At the beginning of each cycle, 342 head of steers were purchased for a total of 6,840 
animals fed through the programming model over a span of 28 months. 
Before produced animals would be utilized, their "purchase" cost on the 
average would have to be reduced several dollars per hundredweight (cwt), the exact 
amount depending on the cycle involved. It could be as much as thirty dollars per 
cwt or as little as four dollars per cwt. A range of price differences can exist since 
neither feed nor calf prices remain the same throughout the year. 
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The available space and assessment to the animals was on a monthly basis. 
If an animal was present in the model for a certain month~ an area of space must be 
charged against. Space is the limiting constraint for the initial model at full capacity, 
although surplus space exists during the phase-in and phase-out periods. The data 
provided in the LP solution indicates that when the model is at full capacity and all 
space is utilized, the marginal value product of the space is zero or only a few cents 
a square foot. This means that unless space can be added for approximately 4 cents 
a square foot, the feeding operation should not be expanded beyond its assumed 
capacity. 
As noted above, the revenue portion of the initial programming model results 
from evenly sequenced sales of steers, each cycle selling 342 head of 1,100 pounds 
each. This suggests that the strategy of maintaining full lots in a sequenced manner 
is very sensitive to changes in selling price. However, the purchase price would only 
have to change as little as three cents per pound before multiple lots would be 
purchased/sold for a single month. This suggests that evenly spaced (throughout the 
year) purchases and sales are very sensitive to purchase and sell prices. 
Scenario 2: Exclusion of Fixed Costs For Feeder Animals 
Under Scenario 2, the initial model was altered such that only variable costs 
were included. Essentially, the results were identical to those obtained under 
Scenario 1. Only purchased animals were utilized and the same number of animals 
were bought and sold for each cycle. Space was still a limiting factor and labor 
remained surplus. 
Scenario 3: Exclusion Of Produced Animal Fixed Cost 
When the programming model was modified such that breeding, birth, and 
nursing fixed costs were removed from the produced animals, the optimal solution 
included a combination of produced and purchased animals. Of course, with the 
inclusion of produced animals, the model must also utilize mother cows. With the 
mother ' cows, a total of 6,820 head were fed throughout the model, with Table 8 
describing the combination of the animals fed. There was a greater demand for 
alfalfa feed with mother cows as part of the solution. 
The sensitivity analysis, provided as part of the mathematical programming 
solution, indicates the allowable increases and decreases of the produced and 
purchased calf cost coefficients before the current optimal solution will change. In 
most cases, the changes in prices are very small, some as small as one-tenth of a cent, 
suggesting that this solution is extremely sensitive to minor price changes of 
purchased and produced calves. A relatively small change in price could alter the 
purchased/produced mix significantly. 
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Table 8. Combination of Animals Fed, Scenario 3. 
Produced Animals Purchased 
Cycle Animals 
Feeders Cows 
1 209 220 0 
2 209 220 0 
3 209 220 0 
4 0 0 209 
5 0 0 209 
6 0 0 209 
7 209 220 0 
8 209 220 0 
9 0 0 209 
10 209 220 0 
11 209 220 0 
12 209 220 0 
13 0 0 209 
14 0 0 209 
15 0 0 209 
16 0 0 209 
17 209 220 0 
18 209 220 0 
19 209 220 0 
20 209 220 0 
Total 2508 2640 1672 
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Scenario 4; Backeroundin£ Options 
Scenario 4 included modifications such that the model was given the option 
to sell the animals at a lighter or unfinished weight. Contrary to the conclusions 
reached by Flick and Marousek, the optimal solution was one in which animals were 
purchased and fed until reaching finished weights. All cycle purchases and sales were 
uniform throughout the year. Obviously, there were no changes from the initial 
model with respect to feeding, labor, and space. 
Range (sensitivity) analyses were completed for all the options to provide 
information as to the extent the coefficients would need to change to alter the 
optimal solution. This solution is somewhat tentative since price changes as small 
as 5 cents per pound would alter the solution. Because this scenario is particularly 
relevant to the question of feeding options, a more complete analysis is provided 
below. 
As noted in Table 9, calf prices would have to increase in all cases before 
selling at lighter weights would be more profitable. At 1,000 pounds, selling price 
would need to be 8 cents per pound higher than current (as of date noted) prices. 
Over the past five years, actual price never reached the needed price, suggesting that 
it would not have been profitable to sell 1,000 pound animals. Similar patterns are 
noted for each of the other sell options except that the difference gets quite small 
and are even positive in certain years for lighter weights. For instance, the actual 
price for 690 pound calves in 1988 was 80.2 cents per pound. Only 78 cents per 
pound would have been required to facilitate a sale at that weight suggesting that it 
would have been more profitable in 1988 to have sold 690 pound calves rather than 
feeding them to a slaughter weight in 1988. Generally speaking, the lighter the 
weight, the more tenuous the decision to sell rather than feed. This result is not 
particularly surprising since the final weight gains are very costly. Furthermore, a 
1,000 pound animal has virtually no option but to be fed. Lighter animals, on the 
other hand, do have alternatives, e.g., backgrounding or fattening. These results 
suggest that feeding and selling at lighter weights might have been more profitable 
in past) years than finishing (fattening) the animals. 
Scenario 5; Forced To Sell At An UnfInished Weiwt 
When the model was forced to sell all animals at a weight of 800 pounds or 
less, nothing was produced. The model chose not to utilize either produced or 
purchased and of course, as a result, no feed, labor, or space was used either. This 
is not surprising given the relationship between needed and actual prices discussed 
under the previous scenario. If this analysis were continued over a longer period of 
time, it is anticipated that the optimal solution would select the sell option rather 
than the feed option during certain intervals. 
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Table 9. Average Sensitivity of Sell Coefficients With Respect to Sell Versus Feed 
Options, 1989-90. 
Weight Current Allowable Current PlUI Current Actual Needed 
Year (lbl.) Coefficient Increase Allowable Price Price Price 
1989 1000 644.63 81.10 725.72 77.49 77.49 85.85 
1988 1000 74.75 82.89 
1987 1000 60.95 80.42 
1986 1000 60.48 71.54 
1985 1000 60.20 70.06 
1989 910 590.86 57.98 648.83 77.62 77.62 84.19 
1988 910 76.89 81.28 
1987 910 60.96 78.86 
1986 910 61.61 70.15 
1985 910 58.55 68.70 
1989 800 525.10 50.13 575.23 78.17 78.17 84.66 
1988 800 78.23 81.74 
1987 800 70.53 79.31 
1986 800 62.98 70.55 
1985 800 56.53 69.09 
1989 690 465.72 6.51 472.22 79.86 79.86 80.79 
1988 690 80.20 78.00 
1987 690 74.02 75.68 
1986 690 67.05 67.33 
1985 690 57.31 65.93 
f 
1989 620 439.37 21.02 462.89 82.37 82.37 85.87 
1988 620 81.60 82.91 
1987 620 76.96 80.44 
1986 620 67.40 71.56 
1985 620 58.76 70.08 
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Scenario 6; FOrced To Use Produced Animals Qnly 
Although the objective function value was significantly reduced, the model 
continued to produce when forced to utilize produced animals only. In each cycle, 
160 animals were brought into the solution along with 168 mother cows. For the 
whole model, a total of 3,200 feeder cattle were fed and 3,360 cows, for a total of 
6,560 head. When the model is at full capacity, a total of 3,936 head per year could 
be handled, of which only 1,920 head are feeder cattle. Once again, space was the 
limiting constraint. It is obvious that the feed and space required by the mother cows 
adversely impacts feeding profitability in a rather significant way. There is simply not 
room to get enough animals for sale to maximize feeding revenue. 
The model had the option to sell at any of the prescribed backgrounding 
weights, yet all sales still occurred at the fmished weight. The range (sensitivity) 
analysis indicates that allowable increases and decreases are the same as for the 
produced animal coefficients. That is, It sell rather than feed" decisions become more 
likely the lighter the calf weight. 
While the various scenarios did not include a vertically integrated cow/calf 
production system other than under confinement conditions, the purchase option can 
be considered a non-confinement situation since the opportunity cost of using a range 
or pasture cow/calf production system should be identical to the price of purchased 
calves (at least in the long run). 
Enterprise Budgeting Approach 
As noted previously, three feeding regimes were modeled including (1) 400-
1150 pounds, (2) 700-1150 pounds, and (3) 400-700 pounds. These three options 
were considered the most likely alternatives available to Utah producers. 
Qption 1: 400-1150 Pounds 
)The first Portion of the analysis dealt with lighter calves brought into a feedlot 
at approximately 400 pounds and fed until they reached a slaughter weight of 1,150 
pounds for steers and 1,050pounds for heifers. Month-specific data are reflected in 
Appendix A. Results are summarized in Table 10 for the interval 1984 through 1990 
and are displayed graphically in Figure 106. 
During 1986, 1987, the first half of 1988, the last portion of 1989, and the first 
half of 1990, it would have been profitable to place light feeder calves into a feedlot 
situation. Note that this supports the conclusions reached through use of the 
programming model that the optimal LP solution provided positive feeding returns 
during the latter part of 1989 and the first part of 1990. In contrast, it would have 
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Table 10. Estimated Average Costs and Returns of Retained Ownership for 400 
Pound Feeder Steers and Heifers. 
Feeder Feed Coat Gil Gain) Slaughter ProtitlLo .. 
Year Sex' Price Period 1 Period 2 Price (SlHead) 
1985 S $.69 $.46 $.50 $.58 $(27.23) 
H .58 .49 .52 .56 (28.00) 
1986 S .68 .43 .46 .64 76.19 
H .57 .45 .48 .62 67.00 
1987 S .83 .42 .45 .67 65.55 
H .74 .44 .47 .66 59.26 
1988 S .95 .52 .56 .70 (31.66) 
H .85 .55 .59 .70 (32.15) 
1989 S .96 ·.54 .58 .75 (00.77) 
H .85 .57 .61 .74 (03.61) 
1990 S .99 .51 .55 .75 3.28 
H .89 .54 .58 .75 8.40 
's - Steen; H - Heifera. 
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Figure 106. Profit (Loss) Per Animal, Retained 
Ownership (400-Slaughter). 
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been unprofitable to place lightweight calves into a feedlot setting during most of 
1985, the latter part of 1988 and first part of 1989, and the latter portion of 1990. 
Option 2: 700-1150 Pounds 
Are the results similar when heavier calves are placed into a feedlot? As a 
second part of the analysis, the placement of heavier calves (Le., 700 pounds) in a 
feedlot was simulated for time period as noted above. Detailed month-by-month 
results are included in Appendix B. Summary results are given in Table 11. Monthly 
results are shown in Figure 107. 
Table 11. Estimated Average Costs and Returns of Retained Ownership for 700 
Pound Feeder Steers and Heifers. 
Feeder Feed Cost (~I# Gain) Slaughter Profit/Loss 
Year Sex' Price Period 1 Period 2 Price ($/Head)" • 
1985 S $.59 NA $.56 $.57 $(17.37) 
H .54 NA .61 .56 (10.54) 
1986 S .56 NA .52 .60 55 .84 
H .52 NA .56 .57 36.07 
1987 S .70 NA .50 .66 43.42 
H .65 NA .55 .65 30.23 
1988 S .79 NA .63 .71 (24.83) 
H .74 NA .68 .70 (21.09) 
1989 S .79 NA .65 .72 (13.67) 
H .74 NA .71 .72 (13.91) 
1990 S .83 NA .62 .n 21.63 
H .78 NA .67 .76 14.75 
's - Steen; H - Heifen. 
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Figure 107. Profit (Loss) Per Animal, 700-1100 Pounds. 
As can be seen" it has often been profitable to feed cattle from heavier 
weights to slaughter 'weights. Profitable periods include the mid portion of 1985, 
1986, 1987, the latter portion of 1989, and virtually all of 1990. Unprofitable periods 
included the first half of 1985 and 1986, virtually all of 1988, and the first half of 
1989. 
Option 3: 400-700 Pounds 
What profitability is associated with feeding lighter weight cattle in a confined 
(feedlot) situation? Month-by-month profit (loss) results are given in Appendix C 
and summarized in Figure 108. Annual average results are included in Table 12. 
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Figure 108. Profit (Loss) For Animals, 400-700 Pounds. 
Table 12. Estimated Average Costs and Returns of Retained Ownership for 400-700 
Pound Feeder Steers and Heifers. 
Fccdcr Feed COlt alt Gain} Slauahter ProfitlLou 
Year Sex' . Price Period 1 Period 2 Price (SlHead) 
1985 S $.69 $.40 NA $.56 $(51.42) 
H .58 .42 NA .52 (46.06) 
1986 S .68 .37 NA .59 (14.10) 
H .57 .39 NA .56 (03.37) 
1987 S .83 .36 NA .74 27.76 
H .73 .37 NA .69 28.58 
1988 S .95 .45 NA .77 (21.78) 
H .85 .47 NA .74 (24.32) 
1989 S .96 .46 NA . . 80 (23.88) 
H .85 .49 NA .75 (22.87) 
1990 S .99 .44 NA .84 3.80 
H .89 .46 NA .80 10.07 
's - &e.I; H - Hoifon. 
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Except for a period during the latter portion of 1986 and the first part of 1987, 
plus some of 1990, it would have been unprofitable to feed lighter weight cattle (400-
700 pounds) in a confined feedlot situation. Note that this result is also consistent 
with the results of the LP analysis. 
Summary 
The most profitable confined feeding situation over the last six years, i.e., 1985 
through 1990, would have been feeding lightweight calves through slaughter weights, 
followed by feeding heavier calves, e.g., 700 pounds, to slaughter weights. The least 
profitable feeding alternative would have been feeding lighter cattle. 
As another consideration, there is alsO interest in determining whether filling 
a feedlot at a certain time of the year was more profitable than at other times. 
Given results from both approaches, it does not appear that filling a lot and feeding 
animals at a certain period (Le., October) or over a certain interval is considered 
more profitable than any of the al~rnative times or intervals. 
Feed Availability 
If additional cattle feeding were done in the state, the amount of available 
feed must be taken into account. For analytical purposes, feed consumption for the 
past six years was compared to feed availability for three primary feeds: com silage, 
alfalfa, and barley. Six levels of animals fed were modeled, including 50,000,100,000, 
150,000, 200,000,250,000, and 300,000 head. It should be noted that current feed 
uses were not specifically netted out of the total feed availabilities. In this sense, the 
various surpluses/ deficits have to be considered optimistic since other feed uses 
would most certainly reduce feed available for cattle feeding. 
For each of the years under consideration, sufficient feed exists for finishing 
150,000 feeder cattle. An average surplus! deficit situation for the six years 
considered is illustrated in Figure 109. Individual year surplus! deficits are included 
as Appendix D. 
Surplus com silage and alfalfa hay exists even when 300,000 head of feeder 
cattle are fed to finishing weights, though little surplus com silage is likely to exist 
once dairy rations are taken account of. Obviously if com grain is used in lieu of 
barley grain, large quantities must be imported into the state. 
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Figure 109. Utah Feedstuffs Balance Within Increased 
Cattle Feeding. 
Calf-Feed Cost Ratios 
Given the informa~on developed thus far, a logical question would be is there 
a relationship between feed costs and cattle prices. 
Since there is a gap between the time that feed must be purchased and the 
cattle will be sold, it is impossible to know fmal selling prices at the time of calf 
purchases. S Still, in an attempt to see if a relationship between calf/feed costs could 
be established for profitable feeding period, a ratio of feed costs (Le., barley) to calf 
costs was determined on a monthly basis for the period January 1985 through 
December 1990. Results are illustrated in Figure 110. 
Comparing Figures 106 and 110, it is clear that periods of fmancial loss occur 
when the barley to calf cost index ratio is high, Le., when the price of barley is high 
relative to the cost of the calf. A much more in-depth analysis would be required 
before a defmitive conclusion could be drawn. It does appear that profitability is 
insecurely related to the barley/calf price ratio. That is, when current barley to calf 
1ms is Dot absolutely true since a futures market exists for both feeder and slaughter calves. Still, 
there is some absolute risk (error) in feed (calf) costs and further selling prices are Dot known for 
certainty. 
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Figure 110. Ratio of Barley/Calf Prices, 1985-1990. 
price ratios are .30 or higher, losses are likely to occur in the cattle feeding sector. 
Barley/calf price ratios of less than .30 correspond to profitable feeding periods. 
This is defmitely an area where additional work is warranted. 
Relative (Comparative) Advantage 
Since the primary competition for feeding (backgrounding) calves appears to 
be the Great Plains States, additional analysis was conducted with respect to feeding 
(backgrounding) costs for cattle in this region. 
Many producers in the Southern Great Plains use winter wheat as a dual crop 
-- wheat for grain; growth for forage (Cooperative Extension Service, Kansas State 
University). The crude protein of wheat pasture averages 20 percent. The stocking 
rate in the fall ranges from 250-500 animal pounds per acre. Spring rates approach 
1000 animal pounds per acre. Average daily gains are commonly 1.75 pounds, with 
many locations achieving daily rates of gain in excess of 2.0 pounds per day. In 
Kansas alone, three to six million acres of wheat could be grazed without detrimental 
effects on grain yields. Total available grazing acreage exceeds twelve million acres. 
Pasturing (grazing) costs vary between $2.ooand $2.50per cwt. of initial body 
weight or $10.00 - $12.50 per month for a stocker weighing 500 pounds at turnout. 
Charges on a cost of gain basis range from 20 to 30 cents per pound. Comparing this 
cost to that of feedlot gain, i.e., conservatively estimated to be 48 cents per pound, 
121 
it is easy to understand why the Great Plains states are leading in the production of 
beef. 
Prior to grazing wheat pasture, the young animals are often allowed to graze 
harvested com grain fields. 
Animals are generally turned in to the wheat fields the first of November and 
removed the latter part of December. They are returned the frrst part of March for 
approximately 45 days. 
For a gain of 180 pounds,6 this means a difference in cost of $32 to $50. 
Assuming a gain of 400 pounds, consistent with the total gain of b~ckgrounding a 
calf, the cost advantage that Kansas enjoys varies between $72 and $100. 
Assuming that cow/calf production and calf fattening production costs are 
roughly equivalent in the two areas, i.e., Utah and Kansas, the question remains as 
to whether it would be more cost effective to ship and feed calves in Kansas or to 
feed animals here and avoid the transportation costs. 
Salt Lake City to Wichita transportation costs are $ 1936/trip. A maximum 
of 90-400 pound feeder calves could be hauled in a load, implying a minimum 
transportation cost of $21.50/head. Adding death loss (3 %) . and shrink (3 %), the per 
head cost could climb to nearly $23/head. Assuming a cost per pound of gain 
advantage for Kansas of 20 cents, feed costs for Kansas for 400 pounds of gain would 
be a total of $80/head. Finally, return shipment from Kansas to Utah (considering 
transportation, death loss, and shrinkage) for slaughter would cost an additional 
$46/head. Thus, even considering added transportation costs of $69/head, Kansas 
apparently still possesses a feeding cost advantage as illustrated in Figure 111. 
As an additional issue, even though there may be some small cost advantage 
to Kansas with respect to cattle backgrounding costs, what about the multiplier 
effects of additional in-state source feeding and slaughter. Because it can be dealt 
with easiest, the slaughter issue will be discussed first. 
Even though the in-state slaughter includes in-state as well as out-of-state 
cattle, the fact that the facility operates at or near capacity suggests that all 
slaughter/packing impacts have been captured, i.e., all employment and income 
effects due to the existence of such facilities are already accounted for. Therefore, 
the real issue is related to the multipliers of the actual feeding process. 
~s is the gain associated with the 105 days of winter wheat feeding, with the animals gaining only 
1.7Spounds per day. 
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- Figure 111. Feeding Cost Comparison, Utah and Kansas, 500-800 Pounds. 
As illustrated in Figure 111, the additional "cost" associated with feeding a 
single animal from 450 pounds to 850 pounds is approximately $192. The cost of 
feeding from 800 pounds to slaughter (approximately 350 pounds) has averaged 51 
cents per pound, or approximately $ 180/head. Combining the costs results in total 
feeding cost of $372/head. The total supply of such animals from Utah is 
approximately 300,000 head per year. Over 60,000 are currently being fattened 
within the state, leaving a maximum of 240,000 head available for feeding.7 
Cattle feeding has an employment multiplier of 4.9 and an income multiplier 
of 5.0. Most of the employment in feedlots is not reflected in available public data. 
Income derived from feeding operations is even more scarce. Consequently, total 
impacts are impossible to ascertain. 
7 Obviously, animals outside of Utah could also be imported and fed, but it is not clear that there 
would be any advantage to producers outside of Utah to do so. 
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Corn/Barley Comparison 
One of the critical issues surrounding the fattening of cattle in Utah has to do 
with the relative cornlbarley price versus cornlbarley nutritional content. Two 
comparisons of nutritional content are included in Table 13. 
Considering whole com grain, the barley to com nutritional content ratio is 
approximately 99 percent, meaning that barley yields, on the average, 99 percent of 
the nutritional value of whole com grain. When the whole com grain is flaked, the 
nutritional content of whole grain barley falls to 93 percent that of the processed 
com. 
How does this compare to the relative prices of the two grains? A price 
comparison of whole barley to whole corn grain over the interval 1985 through May 
of 1991, barley price averaged 99 percent of whole grain corn prices. The cost of 
whole barley relative to processed corn grain flakes was similar when corn processing 
costs were accounted. So, while their relative prices changed, some through time, the 
average price ratio was consistent with nutritional content. 
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Table 13. Com and Barley Feed Value and Cost Comparison. 
I Com Grain, Grade 2 Yellow Dent. 
I I DM I DE I ME I NE.n I NE. I TDN I CP 
Com Grain 88% 3.97 3.25 2.24 1.55 90% 10.1% 
Barley Grain 88% 3.70 3.04 2.06 1.40 84% 13.5% 
Ratio of Barley/Corn 1 .93 .94 .92 .90 .93 1.34 
Average of Six Ratios: .99 
Com Grain Flaked 
I I DM I DE I ME I NE.n I NE. I TDN I CP 
Corn Grain 86% 4.19 3.44 2.38 1.67 95% 11.2% 
Barley Grain 88% 3.70 3.04 2.06 1.40 84% 13.5% 
Ratio of Barley/Corn 1.02 .88 .88 .87 .84 .88 1.21 
II Average of Six Ratios: .93 
Where: DM = Dry Matter 
DE = Digestable Energy (McalIkg) 
ME = Metabolizable Energy (McalIkg) 
NE.n = Net Energy for Maintenance (McalIkg) 
NEg = Net Energy for Gain (Meal/kg) 
TDN = Total Digestable Nutrient 
CP = Crude Protein 
Average Price, July 1985 - July 1991 
J 
Com 4.69 
Barley 4.58 
Ratio of Barley/Corn .99 
Source: Nutrient Requirements of Beef Cattle, 6th Revised Edition, National Academy Press, 
Washington, D.C. 1984. 
I 
I 
I 
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RETAINED OWNERSIDP EVALUATION FEEDER WElGHI' 
SLAUGHTER WElGHI': 
STEEltS 
HEIFERS 
DAYS ON FEED: 
PERIOD 1 
STEEltS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 2 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
1985 FEEDER FEEDER FEED COSTS 
PRICE COST PERIOD I '" GAIN PERIOD 2 '" GAIN 
JAN 151 
IHI 
FEB 151 
IHI 
MAR 151 
IHI 
APR lSI 
IHI 
MAY 151 
IHI 
JUN lSI 
IHI 
JUL lSI 
IHI 
AUG 151 
IHI 
SEP 151 
IHI 
ocr 151 
IHI 
NOV 151 
IHI 
DEC lSI 
IHI 
AVERAGES 
STEER 
HEIFER 
0.1038 
0.5975 
0.7175 
0.6175 
0.7238 
0.6225 
0.7300 
0.6225 
0.7150 
0.6010 
0.6888 
0.S8S0 
0.6588 
0.5513 
0.6490 
0.5410 
0.6550 
0.5475 
0.6713 
0.5713 
0.6TI5 
0 .5713 
0 .6713 
0.5663 
0.6885 
0.5834 
281.52 
239.00 
287.00 
247.00 
289.52 
249.00 
292.00 
249.00 
286.00 
240.40 
275.52 
234.00 
263.52 
220.52 
259.60 
21B.SO 
262.00 
219.00 
268.52 
228.52 
271.00 
228.52 
268.52 
226.52 
275.39 
233.36 
BREAKEVEN PRICES w-s aYOl'aF ooeta) 
173.60 
182.28 
172.21> 
lSO.Bl 
169.40 
177.87 
168.00 
176.40 
168.00 
176.40 
163.80 
171.99 
162.40 
170.52 
158.20 
166.11 
155.<40 
163.17 
152.6) 
160.23 
155.40 
163.17 
158.21> 
166.11 
163.10 
171.26 
STEER 0.6885 275.39 163.10 
HElFER 0.5834 233.36 171.26 
AVERAGE BREAKEVEN PRICE 
STEERS: 
HEIFERS: 
0.60 
0.58 
INDEXED INDEXED 
0.4960 213.28 
0.5208 167.40 
0.4921> 211.56 
0.5166 166.05 
0.4«> D.12 
0.5082 163.35 
0.810 21>6.<40 
0 .5040 162.00 
0.4800 21>6.40 
0.5040 162.00 
0.4680 21>1.24 
0.4914 I 57.9S 
0.4640 199.52 
0.4872 156.60 
0.4521> 194.36 
0 • ..,46 152.55 
0.44«) 190.92 
0.4662 149.85 
0.-4360 187.48 
0.4578 147.15 
0.44«) 190.92 
0.4662 149.85 
0.4520 194.36 
0.4746 152.55 
0.4660 21>0.38 
0.4893 157.28 
0.4660 21>0.38 
0.4893 157.28 
0.5332 
0.S580 
0.5289 
0.5535 
0.5~ 
0.5445 
0.5160 
0.5400 
0.5160 
0.5400 
0.5031 
0.526S 
0.<4988 
0.5220 
0.4859 
0.508.S 
0 . .(773 
0.4995 
0.4687 
0.490.S 
o ... m 
0.4995 
0.4859 
0.S08.S 
0.5010 
0.5243 
0.5010 
0.5243 
lUO 
1050 
167 
167 
1 .. 3 
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OTHER 
COSTS 
41.60 
41.60 
41.6) 
"1.6) 
41.60 
41.60 
41.60 
41.6) 
41.60 
41.60 
41.60 
41.60 
41.20 
41.20 
.. 1.20 
.. 1.20 
<4O.SO 
<40.110 
<4O.SO 
<40.110 
41.20 
41.21> 
41.21> 
.. 1.21> 
41.33 
41.33 
41.33 
41.33 
VEl' 
COST 
4.68 
".68 
4.68 
".68 
4.68 
4.68 
4.68 
4.68 
4.68 
4.68 
4.68 
4.68 
4.64 
".64 
".64 
4.64 
.. .59 
.. .59 
4.59 
.. .59 
4.64 
4.64 
4.64 
".64 
".65 
".65 
".65 
".65 
RATE OF GAIN: 
PERIOD 1 
SI'EERS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 2 
SI'EERS 
HEIFERS 
2.1 
2.1 
2.B 
2.B 
" CHOICE 
"GOOD 2-3 
PIFAC70RS 
JAN 
FEB 
MAR 
APR 
1<10.00" 
0 .00" 
FEED OTHER 
1.24 1.04 
1.23 1.04 
BASE COST OF GAIN PER POUND: MAY 
1.21 
1.21> 
1.21> 
1.17 
1.16 
1.13 
1.11 
1.09 
1.11 
1.13 
1.04 
1.04 
1.04 
1.04 
1.03 
1.03 
1.02 
1.02 
1.03 
1.03 
PERIOD I 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 2 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
DEATH 
LOSS 
4.22 
3.59 
.. .31 
3.71 
.. .34 
3.74 
.. .38 
3.74 
4.29 
3.61 
".13 
3.51 
3.95 
3.31 
3.19 
3.28 
3.93 
3.29 
4.03 
3.e 
".07 
3.43 
4.03 
3.40 
".13 
3.50 
".13 
3.50 
TOTAL 
COST 
719.93 
639.62 
722.37 
644.92 
71B.67 
641.29 
71B.06 
638.46 
711.97 
629.73 
691.94 
614.75 
676.19 
597.79 
662.83 
587.56 
658.56 
581.66 
658.92 
S8.S.67 
668.14 
S9I.TI 
671.88 
595.40 
689.95 
612.38 
689.95 
612.38 
0.40 
0.42 
0.43 
0.45 
JUNE 
JULY 
AUG 
SEPf 
ocr 
NOV 
DEC 
SLAUGHTR SUBTOTAL TOTAL 
PRICE RECEIPTS RECEIPTS 
CHOICE 
0.5859 
0.5030 
0.6348 
0.5656 
0.6288 
0.6147 
0.5825 
0 .6239 
0.5525 
0.5700 
0.5525 
0.5382 
0.5397 
0.5347 
0.5558 
0.5248 
0.5364 
0.5310 
0.5m 
0.5398 
0.5839 
0.5597 
0.5849 
0 .5673 
0.5763 
0.5566 
0.6000 
0.5832 
CHOICE 
673.79 
528.15 
730.02 
m.88 
723.12 
645.44 
669.88 
655.10 
635.38 
598.50 
635.38 
565.11 
621>.66 
561.44 
639.17 
551.04 
616.86 
563.85 
664.36 
566.79 
671.49 
587.69 
672.64 
595.67 
662.73 
584.39 
689.95 
612.38 
673.79 
528.15 
730.02 
m.88 
723.12 
645.44 
669.88 
655.10 
635.38 
598.50 
635.38 
565.11 
620.66 
561.44 
639.17 
551.04 
616.86 
563.85 
664.36 
566.79 
671.49 
587.69 
672.64 
595.67 
662.73 
584.39 
689.95 
612.38 
GAIN 
(LOSS) 
-46.15 
·111.47 
7.65 
·51.04 
... 45 
4.15 
-4II.IB 
16.64 
·76.59 
·31.23 
·56.57 
.... 9.64 
·55.54 
·36.36 
·23.66 
·36.52 
-41.70 
·17.81 
5.43 
·18.88 
3.34 
..... 08 
0.75 
0.27 
·27.23 
·28.00 
0.00 
0.00 
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RETAINED OWNERSfUP EVALUATION FEEDER WElGHf 
SUUGHI'EIl WElGHf: 
SI'EERS 
DAYS ON FEED: 
PERIOD I 
SI'EERS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 2 
SI'EERS 
HEIFERS 
1986 FEEDER 
PRICE 
FEEDER FEED COSTS 
COST PERIOD I St, GAIN PERIOD 2 SI, GAIN 
JAN lSI 
IHI 
FEB lSI 
IHI 
MAR lSI 
1"1 
APR lSI 
1"1 
MAY lSI 
1"1 
JUN lSI 
IHI 
JUL lSI 
IHI 
AUG lSI 
IHI 
SEP lSI 
IHI 
ocr lSI 
1"1 
NOV lSI 
1"1 
DEC lSI 
IHI 
AVERAGES 
STEER 
HEIFER 
0.6670 
0.S600 
0.6825 
0.5700 
0.6900 
0.5713 
0.6688 
0.S600 
0.6520 
0.5470 
0.6438 
0.5338 
0.6400 
0.5363 
0.6710 
0.5710 
0.1OSO 
0.5938 
0.7070 
0.6000 
0.7000 
0.59SO 
0.7017 
0.5983 
0.6774 
0.5697 
266.80 
224.00 
273.00 
2211.00 
276.00 
2211.52 
'1GI.52 
224.00 
260.80 
218.80 
257.52 
213.52 
256.00 
214.52 
268.40 
221.40 
282..00 
237.52 
282.80 
240.00 
280.00 
238.00 
280.68 
239.32 
270.96 
227.88 
BREAKEVEN PRICES W- averap <Uta) 
159.60 
167.58 
159.410 
167.58 
159.S) 
167.58 
158.~ 
166.11 
155.40 
163.17 
1S2.s) 
1410.23 
151.3) 
158.76 
1.f7.1lO 
ISU5 
142.80 
149.94 
138.S) 
145.53 
138.S) 
145.53 
140.00 
147.00 
150.27 
157.78 
STEER 0.6774 270.96 lSO.27 
HEIFER 0.S697 227.88 157.78 
AVERAGE BREAKEVEN PRICE 
STEERS: 
HEIFERS: 
0.57 
0.55 
INDEXED 
0 .4560 196.08 
0.4788 153.90 
0.4560 196.08 
0 • .f788 153.90 
0.4560 196.08 
0.4788 153.90 
O.~ 194.36 
0.4746 152.55 
0.4440 190.92 
0.4662 149.85 
0.4360 187.48 
0.4578 147.15 
0.4320 185.76 
0.4536 145.80 
0.0)0 180.S) 
0.4410 141.75 
0.«180 175.44 
0.4214 137.'70 
0.3960 1'70.28 
0.4158 133.65 
0.3960 170.28 
0.4158 133.65 
0.4000 172.00 
0.4~ 135.00 
0.4293 184.61 
0.4508 144.90 
0.4293 114.61 
0.4508 144.90 
INDEXED 
0.4902 
0.5130 
0.4902 
0.5130 
0.4902 
0.5130 
0.4859 
0.5085 
O.4m 
0.4995 
0.4687 
0.4905 
0.4644 
0.4860 
0.4515 
0.4725 
0.4386 
0.4S90 
0.4257 
0.4455 
0.4257 
0.4455 
0.4300 
0.4500 
0.4615 
0.4830 
0.4615 
0.4830 
1150 
1050 
167 
167 
143 
107 
OTHER 
COSTS 
40.80 
40.80 
40.80 
40.80 
40.80 
40.80 
40.40 
40.40 
40.40 
40.40 
40.40 
40.40 
40.40 
40.40 
40.40 
40.40 
40.40 
40.40 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.40 
40.40 
40.40 
40.40 
VEl' 
COST 
4.59 
4.59 
4.59 
4.59 
4.59 
4.59 
4.55 
4.55 
4.55 
4.55 
4.55 
4.55 
4.55 
4.55 
4.55 
4.55 
4.55 
4.55 
4.50 
4.SO 
4.50 
4.SO 
4.SO 
4.SO 
4.55 
4.55 
4.55 
4.55 
RATE OF GAIN: 
PERIOD I 
SI'EERS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 2 
SI'EERS 
HEIFERS 
2.1 
2.1 
2.8 
2.8 
~ CHOICE 100.00~ 
~GOOD 2-3 O.OO~ 
PI FACTORS FEED OTHER 
JAN 1.14 1.02 
BASE COST OF GAIN PER POUND: 
FEB 
MAR 
APR 
MAY 
JUNE 
JULY 
AUG 
SEPT 
ocr 
NOV 
DEC 
1.14 
1.14 
1.13 
1.11 
1.09 
1.08 
LOS 
1.02 
0.99 
0.99 
1.00 
1.02 
1.02 
1.01 
1.01 
1.01 
1.01 
1.01 
1.01 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
PERIOD 1 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 2 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
DEATH 
LOSS 
4.00 
3.36 
4.10 
3.42 
4.14 
3.43 
4.01 
3.36 
3.91 
3.28 
3.86 
3.20 
3.14 
3.22 
4.03 
3.43 
4.23 
3.56 
4.24 
3.410 
4.~ 
3.57 
4.21 
3.59 
4.06 
3.42 
4.06 
3.42 
TOTAL 
COST 
672.82 
595.22 
679.11 
599.28 
682.16 
599.81 
669.98 
591.95 
656.90 
581.01 
647.31 
570.00 
642.64 
SC58.I1 
645.84 
573.78 
650.26 
574.56 
641.24 
SC58.14 
638.40 
566.11 
642.22 
570.28 
655.74 
579.86 
655.74 
579.86 
0.40 
0.42 
0.43 
0.45 
SUUGHrR SUBTOTAL TOTAL 
PRICE RECEIPTS RECEIPTS 
CHOICE 
0.5965 
0.5723 
0.6084 
0.5799 
0.r022 
0.5913 
0.5881 
0.5895 
0.6222 
0.5698 
0.6317 
0.6042 
0.6732 
0.6142 
0.6989 
0.6496 
0.6852 
0.6790 
0.6430 
0.6721 
0.6404 
0.6364 
0.6477 
0.6344 
0.6365 
0.6161 
0.5102 
0.5522 
CHOICE 
685.98 
600.92 
699.66 
608.90 
692.53 
620.87 
676.32 
618.98 
715.53 
598.29 
726.46 
634.41 
774.18 
644.91 
803.74 
682.08 
787.98 
712.95 
739.45 
705.71 
736.46 
668.22 
744.86 
666.12 
731.93 
646.86 
655.74 
579.86 
685.98 
600.92 
699.66 
608.90 
692.53 
620.87 
676.32 
618.98 
715.53 
598.29 
726.46 
634.41 
774.18 
644.91 
803.74 
682.08 
787.98 
712.95 
739.45 
705.71 
736.46 
668.22 
744.86 
666.12 
731.93 
646.86 
655.74 
579.86 
GAIN 
(lDSS) 
13.16 
5.69 
20.55 
9.61 
10.37 
21.06 
6.34 
27.03 
58.63 
17.28 
79.14 
64.41 
131.S4 
76.73 
157.89 
108.30 
137.72 
138.39 
98.21 
137.56 
98.06 
102.11 
102.63 
95.84 
76.19 
67.00 
0.00 
0.00 
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RETAINED OWNEIlSIDP EVALUATION FEEDEIl WEIGHT 
SLAUGHTER WEIGHT: 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
DAYS ON FEED: 
PERIOD I 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 2 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
1987 FEEDER 
PRICE 
FEEDER FEED COSTS 
COST PERIOD 1 SIll GAIN PERIOD 2 SIll GAIN 
JAN lSI 
IHI 
FEB lSI 
IHI 
MAR lSI 
IHI 
APR lSI 
IHI 
MAY lSI 
IHI 
JUN lSI 
IHI 
JUL lSI 
IHI 
AUG lSI 
IHI 
SEP lSI 
IHI 
ocr lSI 
IHI 
NOV lSI 
IHI 
DEC lSI 
IHI 
AVERAGES 
STEER 
HEIFER 
0 .7210 
0.6190 
0.7638 
0.6600 
0.7788 
0.6825 
0.8000 
0.1OSO 
0.8040 
0.i080 
0.8063 
0.i063 
0.8110 
0.7290 
0.8488 
0.7650 
0.94S0 
0.S4'2S 
0.9000 
0.8000 
0.8800 
0.7983 
0.9133 
0.8117 
0.8315 
0.7356 
288.40 
247.60 
3O.S.52 
264.00 
311.52 
273.00 
D).OO 
282.00 
321 .60 
283.21> 
322.52 
282.52 
326.80 
291.60 
339.52 
306.00 
378.00 
337.00 
360.00 
321>.00 
352.00 
319.32 
365.32 
324.68 
332.60 
294.24 
BREAKEVEN PRICES (&iYCll nersp: COIla) 
140.00 
1"7.00 
1 .. 1.40 
148.47 
1 .. 1.40 
148.47 
142.80 
149.94 
144.20 
151.41 
145.60 
152.88 
1"7.00 
154.35 
1"7.00 
154.35 
1"7.00 
154.35 
1"7.00 
154.35 
149.80 
157.29 
154.00 
161.10 
145.60 
152.88 
STEER 0.831S 332.60 145.60 
HEIFER 0.7356 294.24 152.88 
AVERAGE BREAKEVEN PRICE 
STEERS: 
HEIFERS: 
0.62 
0.61 
INDEXED 
0.4000 172.00 
0.4200 135.00 
0.«>40 173.72 
0.4242 136.35 
0.«>40 173.72 
0.4242 136.35 
0.«8) 175 ..... 
0.4284 137.10 
0 .4120 1TI.16 
0.4326 139.05 
0."160 178.88 
0.4368 140.40 
0.4200 180.60 
0.4410 141.75 
0.4200 180.60 
0 ..... 10 1"1.75 
O.OX) 180.60 
0.4410 1"1.75 
O.OX) 180.60 
0.4410 1 .. 1.75 
0.4280 184.04 
0 .4494 144.45 
0 .4400 189.20 
0.4620 148.SO 
0.4160 178.88 
0.4368 140.40 
0.4160 178.88 
0.4368 140.40 
INDEXED 
0.4300 
0.4S00 
0.4343 
0.<4545 
0."343 
0.4545 
0.4386 
0.4590 
0.4429 
0.4635 
0.4472 
0.4680 
0.4515 
0."725 
0.45 IS 
0."725 
0.4515 
0."725 
0.45 IS 
0.4725 
0.4601 
0.4815 
0.4730 
0.49SO 
0.4472 
0.4680 
0.4472 
0.4680 
mo 
1050 
167 
167 
1 .. 3 
107 
OTHER 
COSTS 
40.00 
40.00 
40.40 
40.40 
40.80 
40.80 
40.80 
40.80 
41.20 
.. 1.20 
.. 1.21> 
41.21> 
.. 1.60 
.. 1.60 
.. 1.60 
.. 1.60 
"1.60 
"1.60 
.. 1.60 
.. 1.60 
"2.00 
"2.00 
42.00 
"2.00 
41.23 
.. 1.23 
41.23 
41.23 
VET 
COST 
" .SO 
.. .50 
4.55 
4.55 
.. .59 
.. .59 
.. .59 
.. .59 
4.64 
".64 
".64 
".64 
4.S 
".S 
4.S 
".S 
".S 
".S 
".S 
".S 
".73 
".73 
4.73 
".73 
".64 
".64 
".64 
".64 
RATE OF GAIN: 
PEIUOD 1 
STEERS 
HEIFEIlS 
PEIUOD 2 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
2.1 
2.1 
2.8 
2.8 
~ CHOICE 
~GOOD 2-3 
PIFACfORS 
JAN 
FEB 
MAR 
APR 
FEED OTHER 
1.00 1.00 
1.01 1.01 
BASE COST OF GAIN PER POUND: MAY 
1.01 
1.02 
1.03 
1.04 
1.05 
I.M 
1.05 
1.05 
1.07 
1.10 
1.02 
1.02 
1.03 
1.03 
1.04 
1.04 
1.04 
1.04 
1.05 
1.05 
PERIOD I 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 2 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
DEATH 
LOSS 
" .33 
3.71 
.. .58 
3.96 
4.67 
".10 
".80 
".23 
4.82 
" .25 
".84 
".24 
4.90 
.. .37 
.5.09 
.. .59 
.5.67 
.5.06 
.5.40 
".80 
5.28 
".79 
5.48 
".87 
4.99 
..... 1 
4.99 
..... 1 
TOTAL 
COST 
650.06 
578.68 
671.01 
598.60 
677.54 
608.18 
689.28 
620.15 
694.47 
624.64 
698.54 
626.78 
106.45 
639.27 
719.36 
653.88 
7.58.42 
685.35 
740. IS 
668.09 
738.73 
673 . .51 
761.64 
687.43 
108.80 
638.71 
108.80 
638.71 
0.40 
0.42 
0.43 
0.45 
JUNE 
JULY 
AUG 
SEPT 
ocr 
NOV 
DEC 
SLAUGHTR SUBTOTAL TOTAL 
PRICE RECEIPTS RECEIPTS 
CHOICE 
0.6449 
0 .64.58 
0.640.S 
0.6313 
0.6336 
0.6121 
0.6409 
0.6342 
0.6693 
0.6496 
0.6919 
0.6730 
0.7217 
0.6963 
0.7"35 
0.1030 
0.6972 
0.7359 
0.6.503 
0.6912 
0.6676 
O.64SO 
0.6788 
0.6594 
0.6734 
0.6647 
0.6163 
0.6083 
CHOICE 
741.64 
678.09 
736.58 
662.87 
728.64 
642.71 
737.04 
665.91 
769.70 
682.08 
795.69 
106.65 
829.96 
731.12 
855.Q3 
738.15 
801.78 
m.1O 
747.85 
725.76 
767.74 
677.25 
78O. 6~ 
692.37 
774.35 
697.97 
108.80 
638.71 
741.64 
678.09 
736.58 
662.87 
728.64 
642.71 
737.04 
665.91 
769.70 
682.08 
795.69 
106.65 
829.96 
731.12 
&.SSm 
738.15 
801.78 
772.10 
7"7.85 
725.76 
767.7" 
677.25 
780.62 
692.37 
774.35 
697.97 
108.80 
638.71 
GAIN 
(lDSS) 
91..58 
99.41 • 
65.57 
64.26 
51.10 
34.52 
47.76 
45.76 
75.22 
57.44 
97.15 
79.87 
123.50 
91.&5 
135.66 
84.27 
43.36 
87.35 
7.69 
.57.67 
29.01 
3.74 
18.98 
4.94 
65..s5 
59.26 
0.00 
0.00 
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RETAINED OWNERSHIP EVALUATION FEEDER WEIGHT 
SLAUGHI'EIt WEIGHT: 
SI'EEItS 
HEIFERS 
DAYS ON FEED: 
PERIOD I 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 2 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
1150 
1050 
167 
167 
1.3 
107 
19188 FEEDER FEEDER FEED COSTS OTHER VET 
PRICE COST PEIlIOD 1 $/' GAIN PERIOD 2 St, GAIN COSTS COST 
JAN 151 
IHI 
FEB 151 
IHI 
MAR 151 
IH I 
APR 151 
IHI 
MAY lSI 
IHI 
JUN 151 
IHI 
JUL 151 
IHI 
AUG 151 
IHI 
SEP 151 
IHI 
ocr lSI 
IHI 
NOV lSI 
IHI 
DEC lSI 
IHI 
AVERAGES 
STEER 
HEIFER 
0.938J 
0.8320 
0.9780 
0.8788 
0.9563 
0.8575 
0.9710 
0.8760 
0.9550 
0.8588 
0.8988 
0.8050 
0.8950 
0.8110 
1.0038 
0.9000 
0.9740 
0.8720 
0.9575 
0.8588 
0.9433 
0 .8433 
0.9.500 
0.8600 
0.9516 
0.8549 
374.40 
332.80 
391.20 
351.52 
382.52 
343.00 
388.40 
350.40 
382.00 
343.52 
359.52 
322.00 
358.00 
326.80 
401.52 
360.00 
389.60 
348.80 
383.00 
343.52 
371.32 
337.32 
380.00 
344.00 
380.62 
341.97 
BREAKEVEN PRICES <liven ave'np CQ") 
156.80 
164.64 
156.80 
164.64 
156.80 
164.64 
151.20 
166. 11 
172.20 
180.81 
187.60 
196.98 
203.00 
213.15 
201.60 
21UII 
200.20 
210.21 
198.80 
2011.7. 
197.40 
207.1:7 
197.40 
207.1:7 
182.23 
191.35 
STEER 0.9516 380.62 182.23 
HEIFER 0.8549 341.97 191.35 
AVERAGE BREAKEVEN PRICE 
STEERS: 
HEIFERS: 
0 .73 
0.73 
INDEXED INDEXED 
0.4480 192.64 
0 •• 104 151 .20 
0.4480 192.64 
0.4104 151.20 
0.4480 192.64 
0.4104 151.20 
0.4S20 194.36 
0 •• 746 152.55 
0.4920 211.56 
0.5166 166.05 
0.5360 230.48 
0..5628 180.90 
0.5800 249.40 
0.6090 195.75 
0.5760 241.68 
O.SMa 194.«> 
0.5720 245.96 
0.tm6 193.05 
O.S6lK) 244.24 
0.5964 191.10 
0.5640 242.52 
0.5922 190.35 
0.5640 242.52 
0.5922 190.35 
0.5207 223.89 
0.5467 175.73 
0.5207 223.89 
0.5467 175.73 
0.4816 
0.5040 
0.4816 
0.5040 
0.4816 
0.5040 
0.4859 
0.5085 
0.5289 
0.5535 
0.5762 
0.6030 
0.6235 
0.6525 
0.6192 
0.6480 
0.6149 
0.6435 
0.6106 
0.6390 
0.6063 
0.6345 
0.6063 
0.6345 
0.5597 
0.5858 
0.5S97 
0.5858 
.2.00 
.2.00 
42.40 
42.«> 
42.40 
42.40 
42.80 
.2.80 
43 .20 
43.20 
43.20 
43.20 
43.60 
~.6O 
.... 00 
44.00 
.... 00 
.... 00 
.... 00 
.... 00 
44.40 
44.40 
44.40 
44.40 
.3.37 
43.37 
43.37 
43.37 
•. 73 
•• 73 
• • 77 
•• 77 
•• 77 
4.77 
04.82 
•. 82 
4.86 
4.86 
•• 86 
• • 86 
•• 91 
•• 91 
•• 95 
•• 95 
• • 95 
•• 95 
•• 95 
•• 95 
5.00 
5.00 
5.00 
5.00 
4.88 
4.88 
4.88 
04.88 
RATE OF GAIN: 
PERIOD I 
SI'EEItS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 2 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
2.1 
2.1 
2.1 
2.1 
" CHOICE 100.00" 
"GOOD 2-3 0.00" 
PI FACTORS FEED OTHER 
JAN 1.12"05 
BASE COST OF GAIN PER POUND: 
FEB 
MAR 
APR 
MAY 
JUNE 
JULY 
AUG 
SEPT 
ocr 
NOV 
DEC 
1.12 
1.12 
1.13 
1.23 
1.34 
1.45 
.. 44 
1.43 
1.42 
... 1 
1.41 
1.06 
1.06 
1.07 
1.08 
1.08 
1.09 
1.10 
1.10 
1.10 
1.11 
1.11 
PERIOD I 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 2 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
DEATH 
LOSS 
5.62 
• • 99 
5.87 
5:1:7 
5.7 • 
5.15 
5.83 
5.26 
5.73 
5.15 
5.39 
•• 83 
. 5.37 
".90 
6.G2 
5.«> 
5.J.4 
5.23 
5.75 
5.15 
5.66 
5.06 
5.70 
5.16 
5.71 
5.13 
5.71 
5.13 
0.40 
0 •• 2 
0.43 
0.45 
TOTAL SLAUGHTR SUBTOTAL TOTAL 
COST PRICE RECEIPrS RECEIPrS 
m.1l 
101.33 
794.61 
720.78 
785.80 
712.13 
79S.J.4 
722.91 
820.57 
744.66 
832.17 
753.94 
865.48 
190.37 
906.97 
121.68 
891.74 
807.49 
881.91 
799.30 
873.47 
190.62 
876.19 
m.4O 
841.78 
763.55 
841.78 
'M3.5S 
CHOICE CHOICE 
0.6968 
0.6850 
0.6976 
0.68S0 
0.6942 
0.6858 
0.1066 
0.6865 
0.7056 
0.6963 
0.7441 
0.6963 
0.7388 
0.7319 
0.7238 
0.1269 
0.6885 
0.7163 
0.6794 
0.6795 
0.7035 
0 .6738 
0.6745 
0.6956 
0.104S 
0.6966 
0.7320 
0.7272 
801.32 
719.25 
802.24 
719.25 
798.33 
720.09 
812.59 
720.83 
811.44 
731.12 
855.12 
731.12 
849.62 
768.50 
83237 
763.25 
191.78 
752.12 
781.31 
713.48 
809.03 
707.49 
775.68 
730.38 
810.12 
731.40 
841.78 
763.55 
801.32 
719.25 
802.24 
719.25 
798.33 
720.09 
812.59 
720.83 
811.44 
731.12 
855.12 
731.12 
849.62 
768.50 
832.37 
763.25 
191.78 
752.12 
781.31 
713.48 
809.03 
107.49 
775.68 
730.38 
810.12 
731.40 
841.78 
763.55 
GAIN 
(LOSS) 
24.21 
17.92 
7.63 
-1.53 
12.53 
7.96 
11.25 
-2.09 
-9.13 
-13.55 
23.55 
-22.12 
-15.86 
-21.87 
-74.60 
-58.44 
-99.97 
-55.37 
-100.60 
-85.82 
-64.44 
-83.13 
-100.51 
-67,(12 
-31.66 
-32.15 
0.00 
0 .00 
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IlEfAlNED OWNERSIUP EVALUATION FEEDEIl WEIGl« 
SLAUGKI'EIl WElGHr: 
STEERS 
HEIFEItS 
DAYS ON FEED: 
PERIOD 1 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 2 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
1150 
lQ50 
167 
167 
143 
107 
1989 FEEDER FEEDER FEED COSTS OTHER VET 
PRICE COST PERIOD 1 '/I GAIN PERIOD 2 Sf' GAIN COSTS COST 
JAN lSI 
IHI 
FEB lSI 
IHI 
MAR lSI 
IHI 
APR lSI 
IHI 
MAY lSI 
IHI 
JUN lSI 
IHI 
JUL lSI 
IHI 
AUG lSI 
IHI 
SEP lSI 
IHI 
ocr lSI 
IHI 
NOV lSI 
IHI 
DEC lSI 
IHI 
AVERAGES 
STEER 
HEIFER 
0.9763 
0.8650 
0.92.S0 
0.8488 
0.9913 
0.8700 
0.9663 
0.8475 
0.9313 
0.8400 
0.9440 
0.8290 
0.9613 
0.8463 
0.9663 
0.8638 
0.9510 
0.8560 
0.9613 
0.8588 
0 .9417 
0.8467 
0.9488 
0.8300 
0.9554 
0.8S02 
390.52 
346.00 
3"70.00 
339.52 
396.52 
348.00 
386.52 
339.00 
372.52 
336.00 
3n.8J 
331.60 
384.52 
338.52 
386.52 
345.52 
:'>.40 
342.40 
384.52 
343.52 
376.68 
338.68 
379.52 
332.00 
382.15 
340.06 
BREAKEVEN PRICES (&iYal a\lll!nF QON) 
197.40 
71J7.I1 
197.40 
7D7.27 
197.40 
71J7.27 
196.00 
71JS.8O 
193.71J 
202.86 
190.40 
199.92 
187.60 
196.98 
184.80 
194.04 
182.00 
191.10 
180.60 
189.63 
180.8> 
189.63 
180.60 
189.63 
189.00 
198.45 
STEER 0.9554 382.15 189.00 
HEIFER 0.8S02 340.06 198.45 
AVERAGE BREAKEVEN PRICE 
STEERS: 
HEIFERS: 
0.75 
0.74 
INDEXED 
0.S640 242.52 
0.5922 190.35 
0.5640 242.S2 
0.5922 190.35 
0.5640 242.52 
0.5922 190.35 
0.58JO 2«).10 
0.5880 189.00 
0.5571J 237.36 
0.5796 186.30 
0.5440 233.92 
0.5712 IIl.fIO 
0.538> 230.48 
0.5628 110.90 
0.5280 227.04 
0.5544 111~ 
O.571JO m.fIO 
O.S4ClO 115.50 
0.51f1O 221.18 
0.5418 114.15 
0.518> 221.88 
0.5418 114.15 
0.5160 221.88 
0.5418 114.l5 
0.5400 232.71J 
O.S6iO 182.15 
0.5400 232.71J 
O.S6iO 182.25 
INDEXED 
0.8J63 
0.6345 
0.8J63 
0.945 
0.8J63 
0.6345 
0.S)']1J 
0.C5300 
0.5934 
0.6210 
0.5848 
0.6171J 
0.5162 
O.cmG 
0.5676 
0.5940 
0.5590 
0.58S0 
0.5S41 
0.580S 
0.5547 
0.580S 
0.5547 
0.580S 
0.580S 
0.6075 
0.580S 
0.6075 
44.80 
44.80 
44.80 
44.80 
45.71J 
4S.1D 
45.71J 
45.71J 
45.71J 
4S.71J 
45~ 
45.71J 
45.8J 
45.8J 
45.71J 
45.71J 
45~ 
45~ 
45.10 
45.10 
45.8J 
45.fIO 
45.60 
4S.8J 
45.23 
45.23 
45.23 
45.23 
5.04 
5.04 
5.04 
5.04 
5.09 
5.09 
5.09 
5.09 
5.09 
5.09 
5.09 
5.09 
5.13 
5.13 
5.09 
5.09 
5.09 
5.09 
5.09 
5.09 
5.13 
5.13 
5.13 
5.13 
5.09 
5.09 
5.09 
5.09 
RATE OF GAIN: 
PERIOD 1 
STEERS 
HEIFEItS 
PERIOD 2 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
2.1 
2.1 
2.8 
2.8 
" CHOICE 100.00" 
"GOOD 2-3 0.00" 
PI FACTORS FEED OTHER. 
JAN l.41 1.12 
BASE COST OF GAIN PER POUND: 
FEB 
MAR 
APR 
MAY 
JUNE 
JULY 
AUG 
SEPT 
ocr 
NOV 
DEC 
1.41 
1.41 
1.40 
1.38 
1.36 
1.34 
1.32 
1.30 
1.29 
1.29 
1.29 
1.12 
1.13 
1.13 
1.13 
1.13 
1.14 
1.13 
1.13 
1.13 
1.14 
1.14 
PERIOD 1 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 2 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
DEATH 
LOSS 
5.86 
5.19 
5.55 
5.09 
5.95 
5.22 
5.80 
5.09 
5.59 
5.04 
5.66 
4.97 
5.17 
5.08 
5.80 
5.18 
5.71 
5.14 
5.17 
5.15 
5.65 
5.08 
5.69 
4.98 
5.13 
5.10 
5.13 
5.10 
0.40 
0.42 
0.43 
0.4S 
TOTAL SLAUGI-ITR SUBTOTAl.. TOTAl.. 
COST PRICE RECEIPTS RECEIPTS 
887.31 
799.88 
866.48 
193.30 
893.84 
802.35 
880.56 
790.39 
860.10 
781.69 
859.00 
171.56 
860.21 
m.37 
855.54 
174.38 
8.(3.07 
765.55 
844.12 
763.86 
836.61 
759.39 
839.49 
752.61 
860.53 
717.36 
860.53 
717.36 
CHOICE 
0.692.5 
0.6730 
0.7158 
0.6935 
0.7438 
0.7133 
0.7606 
0.7419 
0.7653 
0.7531 
0.7630 
0.7581 
0.7844 
0.7595 
0.7669 
0.1756 
0.7455 
0.1606 
0.1350 
0.7405 
0.7503 
0.1300 
0 .7483 
0.7438 
0.7476 
0.1369 
0.7483 
0.7403 
CHOICE 
796.38 
706.65 
823.17 
728.18 
855.37 
748.97 
874.69 
179.00 
880.10 
790.76 
817.45 
796.01 
902.06 
797.48 
881.94 
814.38 
857.33 
798.63 
84S.15 
717.53 
862.85 
766.50 
860.55 
180.99 
859.76 
m.75 
860.53 
717.36 
796.38 
706.65 
823.17 
728.18 
855.37 
748.97 
874.69 
179.00 
880.10 
790.76 
817.4S 
796.01 
902.06 
797.48 
881.94 
814.38 
857.33 
798.63 
84S.15 
717.53 
862.85 
766.50 
860.55 
180.99 
859.76 
m.75 
860.53 
717.36 
GAIN 
(LOSS) 
-90.93 
-93.23 
.... 3.31 
-65.12 
-38.47 
-53.39 
-5.87 
-11.39 
71J.00 
9.07 
18.4S 
24.44 
41.85 
24.l0 
26.40 
40.00 
14..2.6 
33.08 
1.13 
13.66 
26.23 
7.11 
21.05 
28.38 
~.17 
-3.61 
0.00 
0.00 
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IlEI' AlNED OWNERSHIP EVALUATION FEEDER WElGHI' 
SLAUGHI'Ell WElGHI': 
STEFJlS 
HEIFEU 
DAYS ON FEED: 
PERIOD I 
STEFJlS 
HEIFEU 
PERIOD 2 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
1150 
1050 
167 
167 
143 
107 
1990 FEEDER FEEDER FEED COSTS OTHER. VEl' 
PRICE COST PERIOD I SII GAIN PERIOD 2 S''1 GAIN COSTS COST 
JAN lSI 
IHI 
FEB lSI 
IHI 
MAR lSI 
IHI 
APR lSI 
IHI 
MAY lSI 
IHI 
JUN lSI 
IHI 
JUL lSI 
IHI 
AUG lSI 
IHI 
SEP lSI 
IHI 
ocr lSI 
IHI 
NOV lSI 
IHI 
DEC lSI 
IHI 
AVERAGES 
STEER 
HEIFER 
0.9463 
0.8500 
0.9138 
0.8100 
0.9180 
0 .8660 
1.0013 
0.8900 
0.9850 
0.8188 
0.9950 
0.9QSO 
0.9925 
0.9038 
1.0130 
0.9230 
LOIS 
0.m5 
0.9815 
0.8988 
0 .9638 
0.8150 
1.0100 
0.9267 
0.9885 
0.8929 
378.52 
340.00 
389.52 
348.00 
391.20 
346.40 
«lO.52 
356.00 
394.00 
351.52 
398.00 
362.00 
397.00 
361.52 
405.20 
369.20 
406.52 
371.00 
395.00 
359.52 
385.52 
350.00 
404.00 
370.68 
395.42 
357.15 
BREAKEVEN PRICES W- .Wrap ~ta) 
180.60 
189.63 
180.60 
189.S 
1110.60 
189.63 
1110.60 
189.S 
182.00 
191.10 
112.00 
191.10 
183.40 
192.51 
1110.60 
189.S 
171.80 
186.69 
173.60 
112.28 
173.60 
182.28 
173.60 
182.28 
179,(18 
188.04 
STEER 0.9885 395.42 179.08 
HEIFER 0.8929 357.15 
AVERAGE BREAKEVEN PRICE 
STEERS: 
HEIFERS: 
0 .74 
0 .74 
188.04 
INDEXED 
0.5160 
0.5418 
0.5160 
0.5418 
0.5160 
0.5418 
0.5160 
0.5418 
0.5200 
0.5460 
0.5200 
0.5460 
0.5240 
0.5502 
0.5160 
0.5411 
0.5080 
0.5334 
0.4960 
0.5208 
0.4960 
0.5208 
0.4960 
0 .5208 
0.5117 
0.5373 
221.88 
174.15 
221.88 
174.15 
221.88 
174.15 
221.88 
174.15 
223.60 
175.50 
223.60 
175.50 
225.32 
176.15 
221.88 
174.15 
211.44 
171.45 
213.28 
167.40 
213.28 
167.40 
213.28 
167.40 
220.02 
172.69 
0.5117 220.02 
0.5373 172.69 
INDEXED 
0.5547 
0.580.S 
0.5547 
0.5805 
0.5547 
0.5805 
0.5547 
0.5805 
0.5590 
0.5850 
0.5590 
0.5850 
0.5ca3 
0.5895 
0.5547 
0.580S 
0.5461 
0.5715 
0.5332 
0.5580 
0.5332 
0.5580 
0.5332 
0.5580 
0.5500 
0.5756 
0.5500 
0.5756 
46.00 
46.00 
46.40 
46.40 
46.40 
46.40 
46.40 
46.40 
46.80 
46.80 
46.110 
46.110 
46.80 
46.80 
41.20 
41.20 
47.20 
41.20 
41.60 
41.60 
47.60 
41.60 
48 .00 
48.00 
46.93 
46.93 
46.93 
46.93 
5.18 
5.18 
5.22 
5.22 
5.22 
5.22 
5.22 
5.22 
5.27 
5.27 
5.'21 
5.'21 
5.'21 
5.'21 
5.31 
5.31 
5.31 
5.31 
5.36 
5.36 
5.36 
5.36 
5.40 
5.40 
5.28 
5.28 
5.28 
5.28 
RATE OF GAIN: 
PERIOD 1 
STEERS 
HEIFEU 
PERIOD 2 
STEERS 
HEIFEU 
2.1 
2.1 
2.8 
2.8 
" CHOICE 100.00" 
"GOOD 2-3 0.00" 
PI FACI'ORS FEED 01'HEIl 
JAN 1.29 1.15 
BASE COST OF GAIN PER POUND: 
FEB 
MAR 
APR 
MAY 
JUNE 
JULY 
AUG 
SEPT 
ocr 
NOV 
DEC 
1.29 
1.29 
1.29 
1.30 
1.30 
1.31 
1.29 
1.27 
1.24 
1.24 
1.24 
1.16 
1.16 
1.16 
1.11 
1.11 
1.11 
1.18 
1.18 
1.19 
1.19 
1.20 
PERIOD I 
STEERS 
HEIFEU 
PERIOD 2 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
DEATH 
LOSS 
5.68 
5.10 
5.84 
5.22 
5.81 
5.20 
6.01 
5.34 
5.91 
5.27 
5.97 
5.43 
5.96 
5.42 
6.08 
5.54 
6.10 
5.57 
5.93 
5.39 
5.78 
5.25 
6.06 
5.56 
5.93 
5.36 
5.93 
5.36 
0.40 
0.42 
0.43 
0.45 
TOTAL SLAUGHI'R SUBTOTAL TOTAL 
COST PRICE RECEIPTS RECEIPTS 
838.92 
761.18 
850.53 
769.74 
852.24 
768.12 
861.10 
711.86 
8S8.65 
776.59 
862.71 
781.23 
864.83 
789.57 
861.34 
192.15 
862.42 
788.32 
841.79 
768.S 
832.17 
758.96 
851.37 
7110.40 
853.72 
716.56 
853.72 
716.56 
CHOICE 
0.7694 
0.7450 
0.7816 
0.7S1 
0.7892 
0.7159 
0.7791 
0.7825 
0.7703 
O.ml 
0.7850 
0.7641 
0.7892 
0.7785 
0.7645 
0.7Il00 
0.7150 
0.7595 
0.1033 
0.7000 
0.6535 
0.6983 
0.6425 
0.6510 
0.7452 
0.7476 
0.7424 
0.7396 
CHOICE 
884.81 
182.25 
898.84 
1101.26 
907.58 
814.70 
895.97 
821.S 
885.85 
811.76 
902.15 
1102.31 
907.58 
117.43 
179.18 
119.00 
I22.2S 
797.48 
808.110 
735.00 
151.53 
733.22 
738.88 
683.55 
857.00 
184.96 
853.12 
776.56 
884.81 
782.25 
898.84 
1101.26 
907.58 
814.70 
895.97 
121.S 
885.85 
811.76 
902.75 
1102.31 
907.58 
117.43 
179.18 
119.00 
122.25 
797.48 
808.80 
735.00 
751.53 
733.22 
738.88 
683.55 
857.00 
184.96 
853.72 
716.56 
GAIN 
(lDSS) 
45.89 
21.07 
48.31 
31.51 
55.34 
46.58 
34.'21 
43.76 
27.19 
35.17 
40.04 
15.08 
42.75 
21.16 
11 .... 
26.85 
"'.17 
9.16 
-32.99 
-33.S 
-110.64 
-25.15 
·\12.49 
-96.85 
3.28 
8.40 
0.00 
0.00 
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135 
RETAINED OWNERSIUP EVALUATION 
ANALYSIS ADJUSTED FOR TAKING 
BACKGROUNDED ANIMAU TO SLAUGHTER 
FEEDER WElGKI' 
BACKGROUND WElGKI': 
SI'EERS 
HEIFERS 
DAYS ON FEED: 
PERIOD I 
SI'EERS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 2 
SI'EERS 
HEIFERS 
1150 
1050 
o 
o 
161 
125 
1985 FEEDER FEEDER FEED COSTS OTHER VET 
PRICE COST PERIOD 1 Sf' GAIN PERIOD 2 $11 GAIN COSTS COST 
JAN 151 
IHI 
FEB 151 
IHI 
MAR 151 
IHI 
APR 151 
IHI 
MAY lSI 
IHI 
JUN 151 
IHI 
JUL 151 
IHI 
AUG 151 
IHI 
SEP 151 
IHI 
OCT 151 
IHI 
NOV 151 
IHI 
DEC lSI 
IHI 
AVERAGES 
STEER 
HElFER 
0.6488 
0.5825 
0.6638 
0.6038 
0.6425 
0.5850 
0.6263 
0.5725 
0.6030 
0.5550 
0.5800 
0.5375 
0.5488 
0.5150 
0.5440 
0.5130 
0.5338 
0.4988 
0.5638 
0.5238 
0.5750 
0.5288 
0.5713 
0.5188 
0.5918 
0.5445 
454.16 
4IJ7.75 
464.66 
422.66 
449.75 
409.50 
438.41 
1IJO.75 
422.10 
388.50 
4IJ6.00 
376.25 
384.16 
360.50 
380.80 
359.10 
373.66 
349.16 
394.66 
366.66 
402.50 
310.16 
399.91 
363.16 
414.23 
381.18 
BREAKEVEN PRICES W- • ..era.,: COlts) 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
STEER 0.5918 414.23 0.00 
HElFER 0.5445 381.18 0.00 
AVERAGE BREAKEVEN PRICE 
STEERS: 0.58 
HEIFERS: 0.57 
INDEXED 
0.0000 240.37 
0.0000 195.30 
0.0000 238.43 
0.0000 193.73 
0.0000 234.55 
0.0000 190.58 
0.0000 232.61 
0.0000 189.00 
0.0000 232.61 
0.0000 189.00 
0.0000 226.1M> 
0.0000 184.28 
0.0000 224.86 
0.0000 182.10 
0.0000 219.G4 
0.0000 177.98 
0.0000 215.17 
0.0000 174.83 
0.0000 211.29 
0.0000 171.68 
0.0000 215.17 
0.0000 174.83 
0.0000 219.04 
0.0000 1n.98 
0.0000 225.8283 
0.0000 183.49 
0.0000 225.83 
0.0000 183.49 
INDEXED 
0.6009 
0.6510 
0.5961 
0.6458 
0.5864 
0.6353 
0.5815 
0.6300 
0.5815 
0.6300 
0.5610 
0.6143 
0.5621 
0.C!090 
0.5476 
0.5933 
0.5379 
0.5828 
0.5282 
0.5723 
0.5379 
0.5828 
0.5476 
0.5933 
0.5646 
0.6116 
0.5646 
0.6116 
2O.!K> 
2O.!K> 
20.80 
2O.1M> 
2O.1M> 
2O.!K> 
2O.1M> 
2O.!K> 
2O.!K> 
2O.!K> 
2O.!K> 
20.80 
20.60 
20.60 
20.60 
20.60 
20.40 
20.~ 
20.~ 
20.~ 
20.60 
20.60 
20.60 
20.60 
20.67 
20.67 
20.67 
20.67 
2.34 
2.34 
2.34 
2.34 
2.34 
2.34 
2.34 
2.34 
2.34 
2.34 
2.34 
2.34 
2.32 
2.32 
2.32 
2.32 
2.JO 
2.JO 
2.JO 
2.JO 
2.32 
2.32 
2.32 
2.32 
2.33 
2.33 
2.33 
2.33 
RATE OF GAIN: 
PERIOD 1 
SI'EERS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 2 
SI'EERS 
HEIFERS 
2.1 
2.1 
2.8 
2.8 
BASE COST OF GAIN PER POUND: 
PERIOD I 
STEERS O.~ 
HEIFERS 0.42 
PERIOD 2 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
0.43 
0.4.S 
" CHOICE 100.00" 
"GOOD 2-3 0.00" 
PIFACTORS FEED OTHER 
JAN 1.24 1.04 
FEB 1.23 1.04 
MAR 1.21 1.04 
APR 
MAY 
JUNE 
JULY 
AUG 
SEPT 
OCT 
NOV 
DEC 
1.20 
1.20 
1.17 
1.16 
1.13 
1.11 
1.09 
1.11 
1.13 
1.04 
1.04 
1.04 
1.03 
1.03 
1.02 
1.02 
1.03 
1.03 
DEATH 
LOSS 
Tar AL SLAUGHTR SUBTar AL TOTAL GAIN 
(lDSS) 
6.81 
6.12 
6.97 
6.J.4 
6.75 
6.14 
6.58 
6.01 
6.33 
5.83 
6.09 
5.64 
5.76 
5.41 
5.71 
5.39 
S.tO 
5.24 
5.92 
5.50 
6.04 
5.55 
6.00 
5.4.S 
6.21 
5.72 
6.21 
5.72 
COST PRICE RECEIPTS RECEIPTS 
724.48 
632.31 
733.20 
645.86 
714.19 
629.36 
'lOO.74 
618.90 
684.18 
606.47 
66'2.03 
589.31 
637.10 
571.53 
628.47 
565.38 
617.13 
551.92 
634.56 
566.53 
646.62 
m.4.S 
647.87 
569.50 
669.26 
593.38 
669.26 
593.38 
CHOICE 
0.5845 
0.5634 
0.5722 
0.5688 
0.5344 
0.S604 
0.5136 
0.5180 
0.5210 
0.5003 
0.5859 
0.5030 
0.6348 
0.5656 
0.6288 
0.6147 
0.5825 
0.6239 
0.S525 
0.5'lOO 
0.5525 
0.5382 
0.5397 
0.5347 
0.5669 
0.5551 
0.5820 
0.5651 
CHOICE 
672.18 
591.57 
658.03 
597.24 
614.56 
588.42 
590.64 
543.90 
599.15 
525.32 
673.79 
528.15 
730.02 
593.88 
723.12 
645.44 
669.88 
655.10 
635.38 
598.50 
635.38 
565.11 
620.66 
561.44 
651.90 
582.84 
669.26 
593.38 
672.18 
591.57 
658.03 
597.24 
614.56 
588.42 
590.64 
543.90 
599.15 
525.32 
673.79 
528.15 
730.02 
593.88 
723.12 
645.44 
669.88 
655.10 
635.38 
598.50 
635.38 
565.11 
620.66 
561.44 
651.90 
582.84 
669.26 
593.38 
-52.30 
-40.74 
-75.17 
-41.62 
-99.63 
-40.94 
·110.10 
·75.00 
-85.03 
-81.15 
11.76 
-61.16 
92.32 
22.36 
94.65 
80.06 
52.75 
103.18 
0.81 
31.97 
·11.25 
-8.34 
·27.21 
-8 .06 
·17.37 
·10.54 
0.00 
0.00 
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RETAINED OWNERSIUP EVALUATION 
ANALYSIS ADJUSTED FOR TAKING 
BACKGROUNDED ANIMALS TO SUUGHTER 
FEEDER WEIGHT 
SLAUGHTEIl WEIGHT 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
DAYS ON FEED: 
PERIOD I 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 2 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
1986 FEEDER 
PRICE 
FEEDER FEED COSTS 
COST PERIOD 1 S/I GAIN PERIOD 2 $/, GAIN 
JAN 151 
IHI 
FEB 151 
IHI 
MAR 151 
IHI 
APR 151 
IHI 
MAY 151 
IHI 
JUN 151 
IHI 
JUL 151 
IHI 
AUG 151 
IHI 
SEP 151 
IHI 
OCT 151 
IHI 
NOV 151 
IHI 
DEC 151 
IHI 
AVERAGES 
STEER 
HEIFER 
0.5740 
0..5180 
0.5850 
0..5263 
0..5738 
0.5225 
0..5213 
0.4863 
0.5010 
0.4670 
0.4925 
0.46lO 
0.5413 
0..5113 
0.5870 
0.5510 
0.5963 
O..scm 
0..5900 
0.5470 
0..5900 
0 .5417 
0.6017 
0..5583 
0.5628 
0..521)8 
401.80 
362.60 
409.50 
368.41 
401.66 
365.75 
~.91 
340.41 
350.70 
326.90 
~.75 
322.00 
378.91 
357.91 
.10.90 
385.10 
.17 •• 1 
392.00 
.13.00 
382.90 
413.00 
379.19 
421.19 
390.81 
393.98 
~.55 
BREAKEVEN PRICES W- awtaF ex»ta) 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0 .00 
0 .00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0 .00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0 .00 
STEER 0.5628 393.98 0.00 
HEIFER 0..521)8 ~.55 0.00 
AVERAGE BREAKEVEN PRJCE 
STEERS: 
HEIFERS: 
0 .55 
0.53 
INDEXED INDEXED 
0.0000 220.98 
0.0000 179.55 
0.0000 23).98 
0.0000 119.55 
0.0000 23).98 
0.0000 179.55 
0.0000 219.04 
0 .0000 1n.98 
0.0000 215.17 
0.0000 174.83 
0.0000 211.29 
0.0000 171.68 
0.0000 209.35 
0.0000 110.10 
0.0000 3)3.54 
0.0000 165.31 
0.0000 197.72 
0.0000 18).65 
0.0000 191.91 
0.0000 155.93 
0.0000 191.91 
0.0000 155.93 
0.0000 193.84 
0.0000 157.50 
0.0000 21)8.06 
0.0000 169.OS 
0.0000 21)8.06 
0.0000 169.OS 
0.5525 
0.5985 
0.5525 
0.5985 
0.5525 
0.5985 
0.5476 
0.5933 
0 .5379 
0.5828 
0.5282 
0.5723 
0.5234 
0.56'10 
0.5088 
0.5513 
0.4943 
0.5355 
0 .• 798 
0.5198 
0.4798 
0.5198 
0.4846 
0.5250 
0.53)1 
0.5635 
0.53»1 
0.S635 
II~ 
IO!O 
o 
o 
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OI'HER. 
COSTS 
VEl' 
COST 
2.30 
2.30 
2.30 
2.30 
2.30 
2.30 
2.27 
2.1:1 
2.27 
2.27 
2.27 
2.1:1 
2.27 
2.27 
2.27 
2.27 
2.27 
2.1:1 
2.25 
2.25 
2.25 
2.25 
2.25 
2.25 
2.1:1 
2.27 
2.27 
2.27 
RATE OF GAIN: 
PERIOD I 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 2 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
2.1 
2.1 
2.8 
2.8 
" CHOICE 100.00" 
"GOOD 2-3 0.00" 
PI FACTORS FEED OTHER. 
JAN 1.1. un 
FEB 1.1. un 
MAR 1.1. 1.02 
BASE COST OF GAIN PER POUND: 
APR 
MAY 
JUNE 
JULY 
AUG 
SEPT 
OCT 
NOV 
DEC 
1.13 
1.11 
1.09 
1.08 
1.05 
1.02 
0.99 
0.99 
1.00 
1.01 
1.01 
1.01 
1.01 
1.01 
1.01 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
PERIOD 1 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 2 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
DEATH 
LOSS 
6.03 
5.44 
6.14 
5.53 
6.02 
5.49 
5 •• 7 
5.11 
5.26 
4.90 
5.17 
•• 83 
5.68 
5.37 
6.16 
5.79 
6.26 
5.88 
6.3) 
5.74 
6.3» 
5.69 
6.32 
5.86 
5.91 
5A7 
5.91 
S •• 7 
TOTAL 
COST 
651.50 
570.28 
659.32 
576.18 
651.36 
573.48 
611.90 
545.96 
593.60 
529.10 
583.68 
53».98 
616.42 
5.S5.85 
600.07 
579.33 
643.86 
SSl.OO 
633.35 
566.82 
633.35 
563.05 
643 .60 
576.42 
630A2 
561.54 
630.~ 
561.54 
0 .40 
OA2 
0.43 
0 .45 
SUUGHfR SUBTOT AL TOTAL 
PRJCE RECEIPTS RECEIPTS 
CHOICE 
0 .5558 
0.5248 
0.5~ 
0.5370 
0.5m 
0.5198 
0.5839 
0.5597 
0.5849 
0.5673 
0.5965 
0.5723 
0.6084 
0.5799 
0.6022 
0.5913 
0.5881 
0.5895 
0.6222 
0.5698 
0.6317 
0 .6042 
0 .6732 
0 .6142 
0 .5968 
0 . .5692 
0 . .5482 
0.5348 
CHOICE 
639.17 
551.04 
616.86 
563.85 
664.36 
545.79 
671.49 
587.69 
672.64 
595.67 
685.98 
600.92 
699.66 
608.90 
692.53 
63».87 
676.32 
618.98 
715..53 
598.29 
726.46 
634.41 
774.18 
644.91 
686.26 
597.61 
630.42 
561.54 
639. 17 
551.04 
616.86 
563.85 
664.36 
545.79 
67 .... 9 
587.69 
672.64 
595.67 
685.98 
600.92 
699.66 
608.90 
692.53 
63».87 
676.32 
618.98 
715.53 
598.29 
726.46 
634 A I 
774.18 
644.91 
686.26 
597.61 
630.42 
561.54 
GAIN 
(IDSS) 
-12.33 
-19.24 
-42.46 
-12.33 
12.99 
-27.69 
-'9.59 
41.72 
79.04 
66.56 
102.29 
79.94 
13.24 
SJ.04 
"'.46 
.1.53 
32.,u 
37.97 
82.18 
31..7 
93.10 
71.36 
130.58 
68.49 
55.84 
36.07 
0.00 
0.00 
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RETAINED OWNERSHIP EVALUATION 
ANALYSIS ADJUSTED FOR TAKING 
BACKGROUNDED ANIMALS TO SLAUGHI'EIl 
FEEDER WEIGHT 
SUUGHI'EIl WEIGHT: 
SJ'EERS 
DAYS ON FEED: 
PERIOD I 
SJ'EERS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 2 
SJ'EERS 
HEIFERS 
100 
IUO 
1050 
o 
o 
161 
125 
1987 FEEDER FEEDER FEED COSTS OTHER VET 
PRICE COST PERIOD I SI, GAIN PERIOD 2 SI, GAIN COSTS COST 
JAN lSI 
IHI 
FEB lSI 
IHI 
MAR lSI 
IHI 
APR lSI 
IHI 
MAY lSI 
IHI 
JUN lSI 
IHI 
JUL lSI 
IHI 
AUG lSI 
IHI 
SEP lSI 
IHI 
OCT lSI 
IHI 
NOV lSI 
IHI 
DEC lSI 
IHI 
AVERAGES 
STEER 
HEIFER 
0.6210 
0.5830 
0.6638 
0.6163 
0.6675 
0.6300 
0.8)0 
0.6463 
0 .6810 
0.6490 
0.6875 
0.6488 
0.6930 
0.6S00 
0.7113 
0.6775 
0.7(00 
0.72S0 
0.7290 
0.6810 
0.72fi1 
0.6733 
0 .7283 
0.6733 
0.6963 
0.6545 
438.90 
408.10 
464.66 
.aUI 
467.25 
441.00 
476.00 
.c52.41 
476.10 
454.30 
411.25 
454.16 
485.10 
.c.ss.oo 
49'7.91 
474.25 
532.00 
SOO.50 
510.30 
476.10 
508.69 
471.31 
509.81 
471.31 
487.38 
458.12 
BREAKEVEN PRICES Ww=o I¥PftF eoN) 
0.00 
0 .00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0 .00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0 .00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
STEER 0.6963 487.38 0.00 
HEIFER 0.6S.c5 458.12 0.00 
AVERAGE BREAKEVEN PRICE 
STEERS: 
HEIFERS: 
0.63 
0.62 
INDEXED 
0.0000 193.84 
0.0000 157.50 
0.0000 195.78 
0.0000 159.08 
0.0000 195.78 
0 .0000 159.08 
0.0000 197.72 
0.0000 16).65 
0.0000 199.66 
0.0000 162.23 
0.0000 201.6) 
0.0000 163.80 
0.0000 203.54 
0.0000 165.38 
0.0000 203.54 
0.0000 165.38 
0.0000 203.54 
0.0000 165.38 
0.0000 203.54 
0.0000 165.38 
0.0000 207.41 
0.0000 168.53 
0.0000 213 .23 
0.0000 173.25 
0.0000 7n1.6) 
0.0000 163.80 
0.0000 201.60 
0.0000 163.80 
INDEXED 
0 .4846 
0.5250 
0 .4895 
0.5303 
0.4895 
0.5303 
0.4943 
0.5355 
0.4991 
0.5408 
0.5040 
0.546) 
0.5088 
0.5513 
0.5088 
0.5513 
0.S088 
0.5513 
0.5088 
0.5513 
0.5185 
0.5618 
0 .5331 
0.5n5 
0.5040 
0.S460 
0.5040 
0.546) 
7n.00 
7n.00 
7n.7n 
7n.7n 
7n.40 
7n.40 
20.40 
7n.40 
7n.60 
7n.60 
7n.60 
7n.60 
7n.80 
20.80 
20.80 
20.80 
20.80 
20.80 
7n.80 
7n.80 
21.00 
21.00 
21.00 
21.00 
7n.62 
20.62 
20.62 
7n.62 
2.25 
2.25 
2.27 
2.27 
2.30 
2.30 
2.30 
2.30 
2.32 
2.32 
2.32 
2.32 
2.34 
2.34 
2.34 
2.34 
2.34 
2.34 
2.34 
2.34 
2.36 
2.36 
2.36 
2.36 
2.32 
2.32 
2.32 
2.32 
RATE OF GAIN: 
PERIOD 1 
SJ'EERS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 2 
SJ'EERS 
HEIFERS 
2.1 
2.1 
2.J 
2.8 
PI FACTORS 
JAN 
FEB 
MAR 
APR 
FEED OTHER 
1.00 1.00 
1.01 1.01 
1.01 1.02 
BASE COST OF GAIN PER POUND: MAY 
1.02 
1.03 
1.04 
I.OS 
I.OS 
I.OS 
1.05 
1.07 
1.10 
1.02 
1.03 
1.03 
1.04 
1.04 
1.04 
1.04 
I.OS 
I.OS 
PERIOD I 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 2 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
DEATH 
LOSS 
6.58 
6.12 
6.97 
6.47 
7.01 
6.62 
7.14 
6.79 
7.15 
6.81 
7.22 
6.81 
7.28 
U3 
7.47 
7.11 
7.98 
7.61 
7.65 
7. IS 
7.63 
7.07 
7.65 
7.07 
7.31 
6.87 
7.31 
6.87 
0.40 
0.42 
0.43 
0.45 
JUNE 
JULY 
AUG 
SEPT 
OCT 
NOV 
DEC 
TOTAL SUOOHTR SUBTOTAL TOTAL 
COST PRICE RECEIPTS RECEIPTS 
661.58 
593.97 
689.88 
619.43 
692.74 
629.39 
'103.56 
642.54 
106.43 
646.26 
712.98 
647.fIJ 
719.05 
650.34 
732.05 
669.88 
766.66 
'103.63 
744.63 
672.37 
747.10 
610.27 
754.05 
674.99 
719.23 
651.73 
719.23 
651.73 
CHOICE 
0.6989 
0.6496 
0.6852 
0.6790 
0.6430 
0.6721 
0.6404 
0.6364 
O.64n 
0.6144 
0.6449 
0.6458 
0.6405 
0.6313 
0.6336 
0.6121 
0.6409 
0.6342 
0.6693 
0.6496 
0.flJ19 
0.6730 
0.7217 
O.f1J63 
0.6632 
0.6495 
0.6254 
0.6207 
CHOICE 
803.74 
682.08 
787.98 
712.95 
739.45 
105.71 
736.46 
668.22 
744.86 
645.12 
741.64 
678.09 
736.58 
662.J7 
728.64 
642.71 
737.04 
665.91 
7f1J.1O 
682.08 
795.69 
106.65 
829.96 
731.12 
762.64 
681.96 
719.23 
651.73 
803.74 
682.08 
787.98 
712.95 
739.45 
105.71 
736.46 
668.22 
744.86 
645.12 
741.64 
678.09 
736.58 
662.J7 
728.64 
642.71 
737.04 
665.91 
769.10 
682.08 
795.69 
106.65 
829.96 
731.12 
762.64 
681.96 
719.23 
651.73 
GAIN 
(lDSS) 
142.16 
88.11 
98.10 
93.52 
46.71 
76.32 
32.90 
25.61 
38.43 
·1.14 
21.65 
30.40 
17.52 
12.S3 
-3.41 
-27.17 
-29.62 
-37.72 
25.06 
9.71 
.aI.59 
36.38 
75.91 
56.12 
43.42 
30.23 
0.00 
0.00 
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RETAINED OWNERSHIP EVALUATION 
ANALYSIS ADJUSTED FOR T AlClNG 
BACKGROUNDED ANIMALS TO SLAUGHTER 
FEEDER WElGKr 
SlAUGHfER WElGKr: 
SIEEllS 
HEIFEU 
DAYS ON FEED: 
ftlUOD 1 
S1"EEllS 
HEIFERS 
ftlUOD 1 
S1"EEllS 
HEIFERS 
1988 FEEDER 
PRICE 
FEEDER FEED COSTS 
COST PERIOD I SII GAIN PERIOD 2 Sf' GAIN 
JAN lSI 
IHI 
FEB lSI 
IHI 
MAR lSI 
IHI 
APR lSI 
IHI 
MAY lS I 
IHI 
JUN lSI 
IHI 
JUL lSI 
IHI 
AUG lSI 
IHI 
SEP lSI 
IHI 
ocr lSI 
IHI 
NOV lSI 
IHI 
DEC lSI 
IHI 
AVERAGES 
STEER 
HElFER 
0.7600 
0.7130 
0.8088 
0.7513 
0.8038 
0.74SO 
0.7940 
0.7400 
0.7938 
0.7438 
0.7463 
0.6988 
0.7330 
0.686) 
0.S013 
0.7475 
0.7930 
0.7410 
0.8038 
0.7488 
0.8000 
0.7483 
0.81SO 
0.7600 
O.78n 
0.7353 
532.00 
499.10 
566.16 
SlS.91 
562.66 
521 .50 
S55.80 
SI8.00 
555.66 
520.66 
522.41 
489.16 
513.10 
480.20 
560.91 
523.25 
S55.10 
SI8.70 
562.66 
524.16 
560.00 
523.81 
570.50 
532.00 
551.41 
514.10 
BREAKEVEN PRICES (&iw:n .~F oe»ta) 
0 .00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0 .00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
STEER 0.7Bn SS!.41 0.00 
HEIFER 0.7353 S14.1O 0.00 
AVERAGE BREAKEVEN PRICE 
STEERS: 
HEIFERS: 
0.73 
0.72 
INDEXED INDEXED 
0.0000 217.11 
0.0000 176.40 
0.0000 lI7.11 
0.0000 176.40 
0.0000 217.11 
0.0000 176.40 
0.0000 219.04 
0.0000 177.98 
0.0000 238.43 
0.0000 193.73 
0.0000 259.75 
0.0000 211.OS 
0.0000 281.07 
0.0000 228.38 
0.0000 279.14 
0.0000 %216.80 
0.0000 m.'JIJ 
0.0000 m.23 
0.0000 275.26 
0.0000 223.65 
0.0000 273.32 
0.0000 222.08 
0.0000 273.32 
0.0000 222.08 
0.0000 252.32 
0.0000 205.01 
0.0000 lSl.31 
0.0000 205.01 
0.S428 
O.~ 
0.S428 
O~ 
0.S428 
0.S880 
0.S476 
0.5933 
0.5961 
0.6458 
0.6494 
O.703S 
0."lO27 
0.7613 
0.6978 
0.7560 
0 ,6930 
0.7508 
0.6881 
0.7455 
0.6833 
0.7403 
0.6833 
0.7403 
0.6308 
0.6834 
0.6308 
0 .6834 
iOO 
1150 
IQ50 
o 
o 
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IlS 
OTHER 
COSTS 
21.00 
21 .00 
21.20 
21.20 
ll.2O 
21.20 
21.40 
21 .40 
21.60 
21.60 
21.60 
21.60 
l1.SO 
ll.80 
22.00 
22.00 
22.00 
22.00 
22.00 
22.00 
22.20 
22.20 
22.20 
22.20 
21.68 
21.68 
21.68 
21.68 
VET 
COST 
2.36 
2.36 
2.39 
2.39 
2.39 
2.39 
2.41 
2.41 
2.43 
2.43 
2.43 
2.43 
2.45 
2.45 
2.48 
2.48 
2.48 
2.48 
2.48 
l.48 
2.50 
2.50 
2.50 
2.50 
2.44 
2.44 
2.44 
2.44 
RATE OF GAIN: 
PERIOD 1 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 1 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
2.1 
2.1 
2.8 
2.8 
PI FACTORS 
JAN 
FEB 
MAR 
APR 
FEED 0THEIt. 
1.ll LOS 
1.12 1.06 
1.12 1.06 
1.13 1.07 
BASE COST OF GAIN PER POUND: MAY 1.23 1.08 
PERIOD 1 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 1 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
DEATH 
LOSS 
7.98 
7.49 
8.49 
7.89 
8.44 
7.82 
8.34 
7.n 
8.33 
7.81 
7.84 
7.34 
7.10 
7.'JIJ 
8.41 
7.1S 
8.33 
7.78 
8.44 
7.86 
8.40 
7.86 
8.56 
7.98 
8.27 
7.72 
8.27 
7.72 
TOTAL 
COST 
780.45 
106.35 
81S.34 
733.78 
811.79 
729.31 
806.99 
727.55 
826.45 
746.22 
814.03 
731.58 
826.12 
740.03 
m.93 
782..37 
865.10 
nU8 
870.83 
780.15 
866.42 
778.44 
877.08 
786.75 
836.13 
7S1.56 
836.13 
751.56 
0 .40 
0.42 
0.43 
0.45 
JUNE 
JULY 
AUG 
SEPT 
ocr 
NOV 
DEC 
1.34 1.08 
1.45 1.09 
1.44 
1.43 
1.42 
1.41 
1.41 
1.10 
1.10 
1.10 
1.11 
1.11 
SLAUGKrR SUBTOTAL TOTAL GAIN 
(LOSS) PRICE RECEIPrS RECElFfS 
CHOICE 
0.7435 
0.1030 
0.6972 
0.7359 
0.6503 
0.6912 
0.6676 
0.6450 
0.6788 
0.6594 
0.6968 
0.6850 
0.6976 . 
0.6858 . 
0.1066 
0.6865 
0.7056 
0.6963 
0.7441 
0.6963 
0.7388 
0.7319 
0.7388 
0.7319 
0.1055 
0.6957 
0.7271 
0.7158 
CHOICE 
855.03 
738.15 
SO 1.78 
m.1O 
747.85 
725.76 
767.74 
rn.lS 
780.62 
692.37 
SOI.32 
719.25 
802.24 
120.09 
812.59 
720.83 
811.44 
731.12 
855.72 
731.12 
849.62 
768.50 
849.62 
768. SO 
811.30 
730.47 
836.13 
751.56 
855m 
738.15 
SO 1.78 
Trl.70 
747.85 
725.76 
767.74 
rn.25 
780.62 
692.37 
SOI.32 
719.25 
802.24 
720.09 
812.59 
720.83 
811.44 
731.12 
855.72 
731.12 
849.62 
768.50 
849.62 
768.50 
811.30 
730.47 
836.13 
751.56 
74.58 
31.SO 
-13.56 
38.91 
-63.95 
-3.55 
-39.25 
-50.30 
-45 .83 
-53.85 
-12.71 
-12.33 
-23.88 
-19.94 
-60.34 
~1.55 
-S3.66 
-45.07 
-15.12 
-49.03 
-16.80 
-9.94 
-27.46 
-18.26 
-24.83 
-21.09 
0.00 
0.00 
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ItETAINED OWNERSHIP EVALUATION 
ANALYSIS AIlJUSTED FOR T AlClNG 
BACKGROUNDm ANIMALS TO SLAUGHI'EIl 
FEEDEIl WEIGHT 
SLAUGHI'EIl WEIGHT: 
SI'EERS 
HEIFERS 
DAYS ON FEED: 
PERIOD I 
SI'EERS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 2 
SI'EERS 
HEIFERS 
1989 FEEDER 
PRICE 
FEEDER FEED COSTS 
COST PERJOD I SlI GAIN PERIOD 2 SlI GAIN 
JAN 151 
IHI 
FEB lSI 
IHI 
MAR lSI 
IHI 
APR lSI 
IHI 
MAY 151 
IHI 
JUN 151 
IHI 
JUL 151 
IHI 
AUG 151 
IHI 
SEP lSI 
IHI 
ocr lSI 
IHI 
NOV lSI 
IHI 
DEC 151 
IHI 
AVERAGES 
STEER 
HElFER 
0.8100 
0.7613 
0.8150 
0.7100 
0.7875 
0.7438 
0.7425 
0.7000 
0.7463 
0.7063 
0.7670 
0.7110 
0.7963 
0.7425 
0.8138 
0.7(;15 
0.786) 
0.7520 
0.7938 
0.7513 
0.8017 
0.7483 
0.8000 
0.7513 
0.7883 
0.7421 
5(;1.00 
532.91 
5/0.50 
539.00 
551.25 
520.66 
519.75 
490.00 
522.41 
494.41 
536.90 
497./0 
557.41 
519.75 
569.66 
537.25 
5jO.20 
526.40 
555.66 
525.91 
S61.19 
523.81 
560.00 
525.91 
551.83 
519.48 
BREAKEVEN PRICES Wvc:o a'<!CftF c:mla) 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
STEER 0.7883 551.83 0.00 
HElFER 0.7421 519.48 0.00 
AVERAGE BREAKEVEN PRICE 
STEERS: 0.74 
HElFERS: 0.73 
INDEXED INDEXED 
0.0000 273.32 
0.0000 222.08 
0.0000 273.32 
0.0000 222.08 
0.0000 273.32 
0.0000 222.08 
0.0000 271.38 
0.0000 220.50 
0 .0000 2Ii7.5O 
0.0000 217.35 
0.0000 263.63 
0.0000 214.20 
0.0000 259.75 
0.0000 211.os 
0.0000 255.87 
0.0000 207.90 
0.0000 252.00 
0.0000 204.75 
0.0000 250.06 
0.0000 203.18 
0.0000 250.06 
0.0000 203.18 
0.0000 250.06 
0.0000 203.18 
0.0000 261.69 
0.0000 212.63 
0.0000 261.69 
0.0000 212.63 
0.6833 
0.7403 
0.6833 
0.7403 
0.6833 
0.7403 
0.67I.S 
0.7350 
0.6688 
0.7245 
0.6591 
0.7140 
0.6494 
0.'1035 
0.6397 
0.6930 
0.6300 
0.C1125 
0.6251 
0.(;173 
0.6251 
0.(;173 
0.6251 
0.6m 
0.6542 
0.1088 
0.6542 
0.1088 
IljO 
1050 
o 
o 
161 
125 
OTHER 
COSTS 
22.40 
22.40 
22.40 
22.40 
22.8) 
22.60 
22.8) 
22.8) 
22.60 
22.60 
22.60 
22.8) 
22.80 
.22.10 
22.8) 
22.8) 
22.8) 
22.m 
22.8) 
22.8) 
22.110 
22.110 
22.80 
22.80 
22.62 
22.62 
22.62 
22.62 
VET 
cosr 
2.52 
2.52 
2.52 
2.52 
2.54 
2.54 
2.54 
2.54 
2.54 
2.54 
2.54 
2.54 
2.57 
2.57 
2.54 
2.54 
2.54 
2.54 
2.54 
2.54 
2.57 
2.57 
2.57 
2.57 
2.54 
2.54 
UTE OF GAIN: 
PERIOD I 
STEEIlS 
HEIFEItS 
PERIOD 2 
STEEIlS 
HEIFEItS 
2.1 
2.1 
2.8 
2.8 
PI FAcrORS 
JAN 
FEB 
MAR 
APR 
100.00" 
0.00" 
FEED OTHER 
1.41 1.12 
1.41 1.12 
1.41 1.13 
BASE cosr OF GAIN PER POUND: MAY 
1.40 
1.38 
1.36 
1.34 
1.32 
1.30 
1.29 
1.29 
1.29 
1.13 
1.13 
1.13 
1.14 
1.13 
1.13 
1.13 
1.14 
1.14 
PERIOD I 
STEERS 
HEIFEItS 
PERIOD 2 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
DEATH 
LOSS 
8.51 
7.99 
1.56 
1.09 
8.27 
7.81 
7.80 
7.35 
7.84 
7.42 
8.05 
7.47 
• .36 
7.10 
• .54 
'.06 
• .25 
7.90 
• .33 
7.89 
8.42 
7.86 
8.40 
7.89 
8.28 
7.79 
• .21 
7.79 
TOTAL 
cosr 
873.75 
787.90 
877.30 
794.08 
857.98 
775.69 
124m 
742.99 
122.89 
744.32 
833.72 
744.51 
1jO.89 
7S.96 
159.22 
778.35 
135.59 
764.19 
839.20 
762.12 
845.03 
7m.21 
843.82 
762.34 
846.96 
765.05 
846.96 
765.05 
0.40 
0.42 
0.43 
0.45 
JUNE 
JULY 
AUG 
SEPT 
ocr 
NOV 
DEC 
SLAUGIHR SUBTOTAL TOTAL 
PRICE RECEIPTS RECEIPTS 
CHOICE 
0.7238 
0.7269 
0.6885 
0.7163 
0.6794 
0 .6795 
0.7035 
0.6738 
0.6745 
0.6956 
0.6925 
0.(;130 
0.7158 
0.6935 
0.7438 
0.7133 
0.7606 
0.7419 
0.7653 
0.7531 
0.7630 
0.7581 
0.7844 
0.7595 
0.7246 
0.7154 
0.7365 
0.7286 
CHOICE 
832.37 
763.25 
791.78 
752.12 
781.31 
713.48 
809.03 
107.49 
775.68 
730.38 
796.38 
i'06.65 
823.17 
728.18 
855.37 
748.97 
174.69 
779.00 
880.10 
790.76 
877.45 
796.01 
902.06 
797.48 
833.28 
751.14 
846.96 
765.05 
832.37 
763.25 
791.78 
752.12 
781.31 
713.48 
809.03 
107.49 
775.68 
730.38 
796.38 
i'06.65 
823.17 
128.18 
855.37 
748.97 
174.69 
779.00 
880.10 
790.76 
877.45 
796.01 
902.06 
797.48 
833.28 
751.14 
846.96 
765.05 
GAIN 
(lOSS) 
~1.38 
·24.65 
-85.52 
~1.97 
-76.67 
-62.21 
-15.05 
-35.50 
~7.22 
· 13 .94 
-37.35 
-37.86 
-27.72 
-35.79 
-3.85 
-29.39 
)9.10 
14.11 
40.90 
28.64 
32.42 
35.80 
58.24 
35.14 
-13.67 
-13.91 
0.00 
0.00 
140 
REl'AlNED OWNERSHIP EVALUATION 
ANALYSIS ADJUSTED FOR TAKING 
BACXGROUNDED ANIMALS TO SLAUGHI'ER 
FEmEI. WElGHf 
SLAUGHI'EIt WElGHf: 
STEEU 
JIBFEIlS 
DAYS ON FEED: 
P£U)I) I 
STI:DS 
HEIFEllS 
PERIOD 2 
STEEU 
HEIFEllS 
1150 
1050 
o 
o 
161 
115 
1990 FEEDER FEEDER FEED COSTS OTHER. VET 
PIlICE COST PERIOD I Sf' GAIN PERIOD 2 Sf' GAIN COSTS COST 
JAN lSI 
IHI 
FEB lSI 
IHI 
MAR lSI 
IHI 
APR lSI 
IHI 
MAY lSI 
IHI 
JUN lSI 
IHI 
JUL lSI 
IHI 
AUG lSI 
IHI 
SEP lSI 
IHI 
ocr lSI 
IHI 
NOV lSI 
IHI 
DEC lSI 
IHI 
AVERAGES 
STEER 
HEIFER 
0.1Dl 
0.7625 
0.8138 
0.7Q:S 
0'->10 
0.7500 
0.8100 
0.7575 
0.8075 
0.7675 
0.82«) 
0.78liO 
0.822S 
0.7!iIOO 
0.1500 
0.11-40 
O.lSOO 
0.1100 
0.1338 
O.IOX) 
0.8300 
0 .7938 
0 .8500 
0.8100 
0.8261 
0.7837 
574.00 
533.75 
569.66 
533.75 
56O.~ 
515.00 
567.00 
530.15 
S6S.15 
537.15 
576.80 
550.20 
575.75 
. 553.00 
595.00 
569'-> 
595.00 
567.00 
583.66 
560.00 
581.00 
555.66 
595.00 
567.00 
578.2.4 
S-48.S6 
BREAKEVEN PRICES <Ii- aWJaF ClOItI) 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
· 0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
STEER O.OSI 578.204 0.00 
HEIFER 0.7837 S48.S6 0.00 
AVERAGE BREAKEVEN PRICE 
STEERS: 
HEIFERS: 
0 .75 
0.75 
INDEXED 
0.0000 250.06 
0.0000 203.18 
0.0000 250.06 
0.0000 lIB.18 
0.0000 250.06 
0.0000 703.18 
0.0000 250.06 
0.0000 703.18 
0.0000 152.00 
0.0000 704.75 
0.0000 252.00 
0.0000 204.75 
0.0000 253.9-4 
0.0000 2IU3 
0.0000 250.06 
0.0000 lIB. 18 
0.0000 ~18 
0.0000 210.03 
0.0000 240.37 
0.0000 195.30 
0.0000 2-40.37 
0.0000 195.30 
0.0000 240.37 
0.0000 195.30 
0.0000 247.96 
0.0000 701 .47 
0.0000 247.96 
0.0000 701.47 
INDEXED 
0.6251 
0.6m 
0.6251 
0.6773 
0.6251 
0.6773 
0.6'251 
0.6773 
0.6300 
0.6825 
0.6300 
0.6825 
0.6348 
0.6878 
0.6'251 
0.6773 
0.6155 
0.6668 
O.SlO9 
0.6510 
O.SlO9 
0 .6510 
0 .6009 
0.6510 
0 .6199 
0.6716 
0.6199 
0.6716 
23.00 
23.00 
23.20 
23.70 
23.20 
23.20 
23.20 
23.20 
23.40 
23.40 
23.40 
23.40 
23.-40 
23.-40 
23.60 
23.60 
23.60 
23.60 
23.80 
23.80 
23.80 
23.80 
24.00 
24.00 
23.-47 
23.-47 
23.47 
23.-47 
2.59 
2.59 
2.61 
2.61 
2.61 
2.61 
2.61 
2.61 
2.63 
2.63 
2.63 
2.63 
2.63 
2.63 
2.66 
2.66 
2.66 
2.66 
2.68 
2.68 
2.68 
2.68 
2.70 
2.70 
2.64 
2.64 
2.64 
2.64 
RATE OF GAIN: 
PERIOD I 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 2 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
2.1 
2.1 
2.8 
2.8 
BASE COST OF GAIN PER POUND: 
PERIOD I 
STEERS 0.40 
HEIFERS 0.42 
PERIOD 2 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
0.43 
0.45 
" CHOICE 100.00" 
"GOOD 2-3 0.00" 
PI FACTORS FEED 0'I1IEIl 
JAN 1.21 l.IS 
FEB 
MAR 
APR 
MAY 
JUNE 
JULY 
AUG 
SEPT 
ocr 
NOV 
DEC 
1.21 
1.21 
1.29 
1.30 
1.30 
1.31 
1.21 
1.27 
1.2.4 
1.2.4 
1.2.4 
1.16 
1.16 
1.16 
1.17 
1.17 
1.17 
1.18 
1.18 
1.19 
1.19 
1.70 
DEATH 
LOSS 
TOTAL SLAUGHfR SUBTOTAL TOTAL GAIN 
8.61 
8.01 
8.5-4 
8.01 
8.41 
7.88 
8.51 
7.95 
8.48 
8.06 
8.65 
8.25 
8.64 
1.30 
8.93 
1.55 
1.93 
1.51 
8.75 
8.-40 
8.72 
8.33 
8.93 
8.51 
8.67 
8.23 
8.67 
8.23 
COST PRICE RECEIPTS RECEIPI'S (lDSS) 
858.26 
770.52 
85-4.07 
710.74 
1144.98 
761.86 
851.37 
767.19 
851 .76 
776.09 
863.48 
789.204 
864.35 
793.65 
880.204 
807.78 
176.36 
801.79 
859.26 
790.18 
8S6.56 
785.77 
870.99 
m .51 
860.97 
7804.36 
860.97 
7804.36 
CHOICE 
0.7669 
0.7756 
0.7455 
0.7606 
0.7350 
0.7405 
0.7503 
0.7300 
0.7483 
0.7438 
0.7694 
0.7450 
0.7816 
0.7631 
0.7892 
0.7759 
0.7791 
0.7825 
O.~ 
o.ml 
0.7850 
0.7641 
0.7892 
0.7785 
0.7675 
0.7611 
0.7487 
0.7470 
CHOICE 
881.94 
814.38 
857.33 
198.63 
845.15 
m .53 
862.85 
766.50 
860.55 
780.99 
884.81 
182.15 
898.84 
801.26 
907.58 
814.~ 
895.97 
821.63 
88S.85 
811.76 
902.75 
802.31 
907.58 
817.43 
882.61 
799.11 
860.97 
7804.36 
881.9-4 
814.38 
857.33 
798.63 
84S.25 
m .D 
862.IS 
766.50 
860.55 
780.99 
884.81 
782.25 
898 .... 
101.26 
907.51 
114.10 
195.97 
821,S 
88S.IS 
811.76 
902.75 
802.31 
907.58 
817.43 
882.61 
799.11 
860.97 
7804.36 
23.68 
43.86 
3.25 
27.19 
0.27 
15.67 
11.47 
.0.69 
8.79 
4.90 
21.33 
~.99 
34.49 
7.60 
27.34 
6.92 
19.8) 
19 .... 
26.59 
21.51 
46.19 
16.53 
36.59 
19.92 
21.63 
14.75 
0.00 
0.00 
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APPENDIX C 
142 
RETAINED OWNERSHIP EVALUATION 
ANALYSIS ADJUSTED FOR BACXGROUNDING 
ANIMALS TO 100 POUNDS; (PERIOD I ONLy) 
FEEDER WElGKf 
BACKGROUND WElGKf: 
STEEIlS 
HEIFERS 
DAYS ON FEED: 
PERIOD I 
STEEIlS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 2 
STEEIlS 
HEIFERS 
143 
143 
o 
o 
1985 FEEDER FEEDER FEED COSTS OTHER VET 
PRICE COST PERIOD 1 $/, GAIN PERIOD 2 $I, GAIN COSTS COST 
JAN lSI 
/H/ 
FEB /SI 
/H/ 
MAR lSI 
/H/ 
APR IS/ 
/H/ 
MAY/SI 
IHI 
JUN IS/ 
IHI 
JUL IS/ 
IHI 
AUG IS/ 
IH/ 
SEP lSI 
IHI 
ocr lSI 
/H/ 
NOV lSI 
/H/ 
DEC /5/ 
/H/ 
AVERAGES 
STEER 
HEIFER 
0.7038 
0.5975 
0.7175 
0.6175 
0.7238 
0.6225 
0.7300 
0.6225 
0.7150 
0.6010 
0.6888 
0.5850 
0.6588 
0.5513 
0.6490 
0.5470 
0.6550 
0.5475 
0.6713 
0.5713 
0.6TI5 
0.5713 
0.6713 
0.5663 
0.6885 
0.5834 
281.52 
239.00 
287.00 
247.00 
289.52 
249.00 
292.00 
249.00 
286.00 
240.40 
275.52 
134.00 
263.52 
220.52 
259.60 
218.80 
262.00 
219.00 
268.52 
228.52 
271.00 
228.52 
268.52 
226.52 
275.39 
233.36 
BREAKEVEN PRICES W- .~J1l&C coN) 
148.95 
156.40 
147.75 
ISS.13 
145.35 
152.61 
144.14 
151.35 
144.14 
151.35 
140.54 
147.57 
139.34 
146.31 
135.74 
142.52 
133.33 
140.00 
130.93 
137.48 
133.33 
140.00 
135.74 
142.52 
139.94 
146.94 
STEER 0.6885 275.39 139.94 
HEIFER 0.5834 233.36 146.94 
AVERAGE BREAKEVEN PRICE 
STEERS: 0.64 
HEIFERS: 0.59 
INDEXED INDEXED 
0 .4156 
0.4468 
0.4221 
0.4432 
0.4153 
0.4360 
0.4118 
0.4324 
0.4118 
0.4324 
0.4015 
0.4216 
0.3981 
0.4180 
0.3878 
O.«m 
0.3810 
0.4000 
0.3741 
0.3928 
0.3810 
0.4000 
0.3878 
0.4072 
0.3998 
0.4198 
0.3998 
0.4198 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
o 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0 .0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
3).67 
3).67 
2.34 
2.34 
2.34 
2.34 
2.34 
2.34 
2.34 
2.34 
2.34 
2.34 
2.34 
2.34 
2.32 
2.32 
2.32 
2.32 
2.JO 
2.JO 
2.JO 
2.JO 
2.32 
2.32 
2.32 
2.32 
2.33 
2.33 
2.33 
2.33 
UTE OF GAIN: 
PERIOD I 
STEEIlS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 2 
STEEIlS 
HEIFERS 
2.1 
2.1 
2.1 
2.1 
PI FACfORS 
JAN 
FEB 
MAR 
APR 
FEED OTHER 
1.24 1.04 
1.23 1.04 
1.21 1.04 
BASE COST OF GAIN PER POUND: MAY 
1.3) 
1.3) 
1.17 
1.16 
1.13 
1.11 
1.09 
1.11 
1.13 
1.04 
1.04 
1.04 
1.03 
1.03 
1.02 
1.02 
1.03 
1.03 
PERIOD I 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 2 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
DEATH 
LOSS 
8.45 
7.17 
8.61 
7.41 
8.69 
7.47 
8.76 
7.47 
8.58 
7.21 
8.27 
7.02 
7.91 
Ul 
7.79 
6.56 
7.16 
6.57 
8.06 
6.86 
8.13 
6.86 
8.06 
6.80 
8.26 
7.00 
1.26 
7.00 
0.40 
0.42 
0.43 
0.45 
JUNE 
JULY 
AUG 
SEPT 
ocr 
NOV 
DEC 
TOTAL BCKGRND SUBTOT AL TOTAL 
COST PRICE RECEIPTS RECEJPI'S 
462.05 
425.71 
466.50 
<02.68 
466.69 
432.22 
468.04 
430.96 
461.86 
422.10 
447.47 
411.73 
433.68 
396.36 
426.04 
390.80 
<I2S.19 
388.26 
430.3) 
39S.55 
435.38 
398.29 
435.23 
398.76 
446.59 
410.29 
446.59 
410.29 
0.6030 
0.5550 
0.5800 
0.5375 
0.5488 
0.5150 
0.5444 
0.5130 
0.5338 
0.4988 
0.5638 
0.5238 
0.5750 
0.5288 
0.5713 
0.5188 
0.5740 
0.5180 
0.5850 
0.5263 
0.5738 
0.5225 
0.5213 
0.4863 
0.5645 
0.53)3 
0.6380 
0.5861 
422.10 
388.50 
406.00 
376.25 
384.16 
360.50 
38l.(18 
359.10 
373.66 
349.16 
394.66 
366.66 
402.50 
3iO.16 
399.91 
363.16 
401.80 
362.60 
409.50 
368.41 
401.66 
36S.75 
364.91 
340.41 
395.16 
364.22 
446.59 
410.29 
422.10 
388.50 
'406.00 
376.25 
384.16 
360.50 
38l.(18 
359.10 
373.66 
349.16 
394.66 
366.66 
402.50 
370.16 
399.91 
363.16 
401.80 
362.60 
409.50 
368.41 
401.66 
36S.75 
364.91 
340.41 
395.16 
364.22 
446.59 
410.29 
GAIN 
(IDS$) 
-39.95 
-37.21 
~.5O 
-56.43 
-82.53 
-71.72 
-86.96 
-71.86 
-88.20 
-72.94 
-52.81 
-45.07 
-31.18 
-26.3) 
-26.13 
-27.64 
-24.09 
-25.66 
-3).iO 
-27.14 
-33.72 
-32.54 
-70.32 
-58.35 
-51.42 
-46.06 
0.00 
0.00 
143 
RETAINED OWNERSIDP EVALUATION 
ANALYSIS ADJUSTED FOR BACKGROUNDING 
ANIMALS TO 100 POUNDS; (pERIOD I ONLy) 
FEEDER WElGKr 
BACKGROUND WElGKr: 
SJ'EERS 
HEIFERS 
DAYS ON FEED: 
PERIOD I 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 2 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
143 
143 
o 
o 
1986 FEEDER FEEDER FEED COSTS OTHER VET 
PRICE COST PERIOD 1 SlI GAIN PERIOD 2 SlI GAIN COSTS COST 
JAN lSI 
IHI 
FEB 'ISI 
IHI 
MAR lSI 
IHI 
APR lSI 
IHI 
MAY lSI 
IHI 
JUN lSI 
IHI 
JUL lSI 
IHI 
AUG lSI 
IHI 
SEP lSI 
IHI 
ocr lSI 
IHI 
NOV lSI 
IHI 
DEC lSI 
IHI 
AVERAGES 
STEER 
HEIFER 
0.66i'O 
0.5600 
0.6825 
0.5100 
0.6900 
0.5713 
0.6688 
0.S600 
0.6520 
0.5470 
0.6438 
0.5338 
0.6400 
0.536"3 
0.6710 
0.5710 
0.1OSO 
0$38 
0:1000 
0.6000 
0./000 
0.5950 
0.7017 
0.5983 
0.6774 
0.5697 
266.1K) 
224.00 
273.00 
228.00 
276.00 
228.52 
'JEl.52 
224.00 
260.80 
218.80 
257.52 
213.52 
256.00 
214.52 
261.40 
228.40 
282.00 
237.52 
282.80 
240.00 
280.00 
238.00 
280.68 
239.32 
270.96 
227.88 
BREAKEVEN PRICES <Ii-.~ CX»Ia) 
136.94 
143.78 
136.94 
143.71 
136.94 
143.78 
135.74 
142.52 
133.33 
140.00 
130.93 
137.48 
129.73 
136.22 
126.13 
132.43 
122.52 
128.65 
118.92 
124.86 
118.92 
124.86 
120.12 
126.13 
128.93 
135.38 
STEER. 0.6774 270.96 128.93 
HEIFER 0.5f1/7 227.18 135.38 
AVERAGE BREAKEVEN PRICE 
STEERS: 
HEIFERS: 
0.61 
0.56 
INDEXED INDEXED 
0.3912 
0.4108 
0.3912 
0.4108 
0.3912 
0.4108 
0.3871 
0.4072 
0.3810 
0.4000 
0.3741 
0.3928 
0.3107 
0.3892 
0.3604 
0.3714 
0.3S01 
O~ 
0.3398 
0.3568 
0.3398 
0.3568 
0.3432 
0.3604 
0.3684 
0.3868 
0.3614 
0.3868 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
O.cxm 
0.0000 
O.cxm 
O.cxm 
0.0000 
O.cxm 
O.cxm 
O.cxm 
O.cxm 
0.0000 
O.cxm 
O.cxm 
O.cxm 
O.cxm 
O.cxm 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
O.cxm 
O.cxm 
O.cxm 
O.cxm 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
O.cxm 
0.0000 
0.0000 
3).40 
20.40 
3).40 
3).40 
3).40 
3).40 
3).3) 
3).3) 
20.20 
20.3) 
3).3) 
3).3) 
3).3) 
3).20 
3).20 
3).3) 
3).3) 
3).3) 
3).00 
3).00 
3).00 
3).00 
20.00 
20.00 
2.30 
2.30 
2.30 
2.30 
2.30 
2.30 
2.27 
2.27 
2.27 
2.27 
2.27 
2.27 
2.27 
2.27 
2.27 
2.27 
2.27 
2.27 
2.25 
2.25 
2.25 
2.25 
2.25 
2.25 
2.27 
2.27 
2.27 
2.27 
IlATE OF GAIN: 
PERIOD I 
STEEIlS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 2 
STEEIlS 
HEIFERS 
2.1 
2.1 
2.8 
2.8 
S CHOICE 
SGOOD 2-3 
PI FACTORS 
JAN 
FEB 
MAR 
APR 
l00.00S 
O.OOS 
FEED OTHER 
1.14 un 
1.14 un 
1.14 1.02 
BASE COST OF GAIN PER POUND: MAY 
1.13 
1.11 
1.09 
1.08 
I.OS 
1.02 
0.99 
0.99 
1.00 
1.01 
1.01 
1.01 
1.01 
1.01 
1.01 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
PERIOD I 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 2 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
DEATH 
LOSS 
8.00 
6.n 
8.19 
6.84 
8.28 
6.86 
8.03 
6.72 
7.82 
6.56 
7.73 
6.41 
7.68 
6.44 
8.OS 
US 
8.46 
7.13 
8.48 
7.3) 
8.40 
7.14 
8.42 
7.18 
8.13 
6.84 
8.13 
6.84 
0.40 
0.42 
0.43 
0.45 
JUNE 
JULY 
AUG 
SEPT 
ocr 
NOV 
DEC 
TOTAL BCKGRND SUBTOTAL TOTAL 
COST PRICE RECEIPTS RECElPI'S 
434.44 
397.20 
440.82 
401.32 
443.91 
401.85 
433.75 
39:5.71 
424.43 
387.84 
418.65 
379.88 
415.88 
379.64 
.as.OS 
390.16 
43S.45 
m.77 
432.45 
394.31 
429.57 
m .25 
431.47 
394.88 
430.49 
392.57 
430.49 
m.57 
0.5010 
0.4670 
0.4925 
0.4600 
0.5413 
0.5113 
0.5870 
0.5510 
0.5963 
0.5600 
0.5900 
0.5470 
0.5900 
0.5417 
0.6017 
0.5583 
0.6'270 
0.5830 
0.6638 
0.6163 
0.6675 
0.6300 
0.6800 
0 .6463 
0.5948 
0.5560 
0.6150 
0.S608 
350.70 
326.90 
344.75 
322.00 
378.91 
357.91 
410.90 
385.10 
417.41 
392.00 
413.00 
382.90 
413.00 
379.19 
421.19 
390.81 
438.90 
408.10 
464.66 
431.41 
467.25 
441.00 
476.00 
452.41 
416.39 
389.19 
430.49 
392.57 
350.10 
326.90 
344.75 
322.00 
371.91 
357.91 
410.90 
385.10 
417.41 
392.00 
413.00 
382.90 
413.00 
379.19 
421.19 
390.81 
438.90 
408.10 
464.66 
431.41 
467.25 
441.00 
476.00 
452.41 
416.39 
389.19 
430.49 
392.57 
GAIN 
(lDSS) 
-83.74 
-70.30 
·96.07 
·'79.32 
-65.00 
-43.94 
.22.IS 
-10.01 
-7.02 
4.16 
·5.65 
3.02 
.2.88 
~.45 
·3.86 
0.65 
3.45 
12.33 
32.21 
37.10 
37.68 
48.75 
44.53 
57.53 
·14.10 
-3.37 
0.00 
0.00 
144 
IlEI'AlNED OWNERSIDP EVALUATION 
ANALYSIS ADJUSTED FOR BACKGROUNDING 
ANIMALS TO 100 POUNDS; (PERIOD 1 ONLy) 
FEEDER WElGHI' 
BACKGROUND WElGHI': 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
DAYS ON FEED: 
PEIUOD I 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 2 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
100 
100 
143 
143 
o 
o 
1987 FEEDER FEEDER FEED COSfS OTHER VET 
PRICE cosr PERIOD I SI, GAIN PERIOD 2 SI, GAIN cosrs cosr 
JAN lSI 
IHI 
FEB 1st 
. IHI 
MAR 151 
IHI 
APR lSI 
IHI 
MAY lSI 
IHI 
JUN lSI 
IHI 
JUL lSI 
IHI 
AUG 151 
IHI 
SEP 151 
IHI 
ocr 151 
IHI 
NOV 151 
IHI 
DEC lSI 
IHI 
AVERAGES 
STEER 
HEIFER 
0:nl0 
0.6190 
0.7638 
0.6600 
0.7788 
0.6825 
0.8000 
0.1OSO 
0.8040 
0.1080 
0.8063 
0.7063 
O.'I~ 
0.7290 
0.8488 
0.7650 
0.9450 
0.8425 
0.9Cioo 
0.8000 
0.8800 
0.7983 
0.9133 
0.8117 
0.8315 
O.n56 
288.~ 
247.60 
305.52 
264.00 
311.52 
m.oo 
3:;D.00 
282.00 
321.60 
283.:;D 
322.52 
282.52 
326.80 
291.60 
339.52 
306.00 
378.00 
337.00 
360.00 
3:;D.00 
352.00 
319.32 
365.32 
324.68 
332.60 
294.24 
120.12 
126.13 
121:32 
127.39 
121.32 
127.39 
122.52 
128.65 
123.12 
129.91 
124.92 
131.17 
126.13 
132.43 
126.13 
132.43 
126.13 
132.43 
126.13 
132.43 
128.53 
134.95 
132.13 
138.74 
124.92 
131.17 
BREAKEVEN PRICES W- avctaF emu) 
STEER 0.8315 332.60 124.92 
HEIFER O.n56 294.24 131.17 
AVERAGE BREAKEVEN PRICE 
SfEERS: 
HEIFERS: 
0.10 
0.65 
INDEXED 
0.3432 
0.3604 
0.3466 
0.3640 
0.3466 
0.3640 
0.3S01 
0.3676 
0.3535 
0.3712 
0.3569 
0.3748 
0.3604 
0.3784 
0.3604 
0.3784 
0.3604 
0.3784 
0.3604 
0.3784 
0.3672 
0.3856 
0.3n5 
0.3964 
0.3569 
0.3748 
0.3569 
0.3748 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
INDEXED 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
20.00 
2t,l.00 
20.20 
:;D.:;D 
20.40 
:;D.40 
:;D.40 
20.40 
20.60 
20.60 
20.60 
:;D.6O 
:;D.8O 
:;D.80 
:;D.8O 
:;D.80 
:;D.80 
:;D.80 
20.80 
20.80 
21.00 
21.00 
21.00 
21.00 
:;D.62 
:;D.62 
:;D.62 
:;D.62 
2.15 
2.15 
2.27 
2.27 
2.30 
2.30 
2.30 
2.30 
2.32 
2.32 
2.32 
2.32 
2.34 
2.34 
2.34 
2.34 
2.34 
2.34 
2.34 
2.34 
2.36 
2.36 
2.36 
2.36 
2.32 
2.32 
2.32 
2.32 
UTE OF GAIN: 
PERIOD I 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
PElUOD 2 
SI'EEIlS 
HEIFERS 
2.1 
2.1 
2.' 
2.. 
BASE cosr OF GAIN PER POUND: 
PERIOD 1 
STEERS o.~ 
HEIFERS 0.42 
PERIOD 2 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
0.43 
0.45 
PIFACfORS 
JAN 
FEB 
MAR 
APR 
MAY 
JUNE 
JULY 
AUG 
SEPT 
ocr 
NOV 
DEC 
FEED OTHER 
1.00 1.00 
1.01 1.01 
1.01 1.02 
1.02 1.02 
1.03 
1.04 
LOS 
LOS 
LOS 
1.05 
1.07 
1.10 
1.03 
un 
1.04 
1.04 
1.04 
1.04 
LOS 
LOS 
DEATH 
LOSS 
TOTAL BCKGRND SUBTOTAL TOTAL GAIN 
(IDS$) 
'.65 
7.43 
· 9.17 
7.92 
9.35 
1.19 
9060 
1.46 
9.65 
8.SO 
9.68 
1.48 
9.80 
1.75 
10.19 
9.l1 
11.34 
10.11 
10.80 
9.60 
10.56 
9.51 
10.96 
9.74 
9.98 
8.83 
9.98 
1.13 
cosr PRICE RECEIPTS RECEIPTS 
439.42 
~.~ 
.sa.48 
421.78 
464.88 
431.27 
474.82 
441.80 
4n.89 
444.52 
480.04 
445.08 
485.87 
45$.92 
498.97 
4'70.75 
538.61 
501.458 
S1lJ.07 
485.17 
514.45 
481.22 
53l.n 
496.52 
490.44 
457.1' 
490.44 
457.11 
0.6810 
0.6490 
0.6875 
0.6488 
0.6930 
0.6S00 
0.7113 
0.m5 
0.7600 
0.72S0 
0.7290 
0.6810 
0.7267 
0.m3 
0.7283 
0.m3 
0.7600 
0.7130 
0.8088 
0.7513 
0.8038 
0.7450 
0.7940 
0.7400 
0.7403 
0.6939 
O.-,oocs 
0.6531 
476.10 
454.30 
481.15 
454.16 
485.10 
455.00 
497.91 
474.15 
532.00 
S07 .SO 
510.30 
476.~ 
508.69 
471.31 
509.81 
471.31 
532.00 
499.10 
566.16 
515.91 
562.66 
52l.SO 
555.80 
518.00 
518.20 
485.75 
490.44 
457.18 
476.10 
454.30 
481.15 
454.16 
485.10 
455.00 
497.91 
474.15 
532.00 
S07.SO 
510.30 
476.~ 
508.69 
471.31 
509.81 
471.31 
532.00 
499.10 
566.16 
515.91 
562.66 
521.50 
555.80 
518.00 
518.20 
485.75 
490.44 
457.18 
37.28 
SO.90 
22.77 
32.38 
20.22 
23.n 
23.09 
32.45 
54.11 
62.98 
30.26 
31.62 
22.82 
15.39 
10.84 
0.56 
~.61 
·3.51 
46.09 
40.74 
48.21 
34.28 
24.03 
21.48 
27.76 
28.51 
0.00 
0.00 
145 
RETAINED OWNERSIUP EVALUATION 
ANALYSIS ADJUSI"ED FOR BACKGROUNDING 
ANIMALS TO iOO POUNDS; (PEIUOD I ONLy) 
FEEDEIt WElGKI' 
aACKGROUND WElGKI': 
SI'EEIlS 
IEIFBS 
DAYS ON FEED: 
I'BIOD I 
SI'EEIlS 
III:1FEIlS 
fBIOD 2 
STEERS 
III:1FEIlS 
143 
143 
o 
o 
1988 FEEDER FEEDER FEED COSTS OTHER VEl" 
PRICE COST PERIOD 1 Sf' GAIN PEIlIOD 2 Sf' GAIN COSTS COST 
JAN 151 
IHI 
FEB 151 
IHI 
MAR 151 
IHI 
APR 151 
IHI 
MAY 151 
IHI 
JUN 151 
IHI 
JUL 151 
IHI 
AUG 151 
IHI 
SEP lSI 
IHI 
ocr lSI 
IHI 
NOV lSI 
IHI 
DEC 151 
IHI 
AVERAGES 
STEER 
HEIFER 
0.9360 
0.8320 
0.97S0 
0.8788 
0.9563 
0.8575 
0.9710 
0.8760 
0.95SO 
0.8588 
0.8988 
0.8050 
O.89SO 
0.81"lO 
1.0038 
0.9000 
0.9740 
O.sm 
0.~75 
0.8588 
0.9433 
0.8433 
0.9500 
0.8600 
0.9S16 
0.8549 
374.40 
332.80 
391.~ 
351.52 
382.S2 
343.00 
388.40 
3SO.40 
382.00 
343 .S2 
3:19.52 
322.00 
358.00 
326.80 
401.52 
36).00 
389.m 
3-48.80 
383.00 
343.52 
377.32 
337.32 
380.00 
344.00 
380.62 
341.97 
134.53 
141.26 
'134.53 
141.26 
134.53 
141.26 
13S.74 
142.52 
147.7S 
155.13 
160.96 
169.01 
174.17 
112.88 
172.97 
181.62 
171.77 
180.36 
1"lO.57 
119.10 
169.37 
177.84 
169.37 
177.84 
156.36 
164.17 
BREAKEVEN PRICES Wwa a\IICf'&F CQIa) 
STEER 0.~16 380.62 156.36 
HEIFER 0.8549 341.97 164.17 
AVERAGE BREAKEVEN PRICE 
STEERS: 0.12 
HEIFERS: 0.77 
INDEXED INDEXED 
0.3844 
0.4036 
0.3844 
0.«n6 
0.3844 
0.«n6 
0.3871 
0.407l 
0.4221 
0 .4432 
0.4599 
0.4829 
0.4976 
0.5225 
0.<C9G 
0.51. 
0.4901 
0.519 
o.en 
0.5111 
0.4839 
0.5081 
0.4839 
0.5081 
0.4467 
0.4691 
0.4467 
0.4691 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
21.00 
21.00 
21~ 
21~ 
21.~ 
21.~ 
21.40 
2l.<C0 
21.60 
21.60 
21.60 
21.m 
21.80 
21.80 
22.00 
22.00 
22.00 
22.00 
22.00 
22.00 
22.20 
22.20 
22.20 
22.20 
21.68 
21.68 
21.68 
21.68 
2.36 
2.36 
2.39 
2.39 
2.39 
2.39 
2.41 
2.41 
2.43 
2.43 
2.43 
2.43 
2.45 
2.45 
2.48 
2.48 
2.48 
2.48 
2.48 
2.48 
2.50 
2.50 
2.SO 
2.50 
2.44 
2.44 
2.44 
2.44 
RATE OF GAIN: 
PERIOD I 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 2 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
2.1 
2.1 
2.1 
2.1 
PI FACfORS 
JAN 
FEB 
MAll 
APR 
FEED OTHER 
1.12 1.05 
1.12 1.06 
1.12 1.06 
1.13 1.07 
BASE COST OF GAIN PER. POUND: MAY 1.23 1.08 
PERIOD I 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 2 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
DEATH 
LOSS 
11.23 
9.98 
11.74 
10.55 
11.48 
10.29 
11.65 
10.51 
11.46 
10.31 
10.19 
9.66 
10.74 
9.80 
12.0S 
10.80 
11.69 
10.46 
11.49 
10.31 
11.32 
10.12 
11.40 
10.32 
11.42 
10.26 
11.42 
10.26 
JUNE 1.34 1.08 
0.40 
0.42 
0.43 
0.45 
JULY 
AUG 
SEPT 
ocr 
NOV 
DEC 
1.45 
1.44 
1.43 
1.42 
1.41 
1.41 
TOTAL BCKGRND SUBTOTAL TOTAL 
COST PRICE R.ECElPTS RECEIPTS 
543.S3 
S07.41 
561.06 
526.91 
552.12 
518.14 
559.60 
527.24 
S6S.24 
532.99 
555.30 
524.10 
567.17 
sa.74 
611.01 
576090 
591.53 
564.10 
589.54 
557.40 
582.71 
549.97 
585.47 
S56.86 
572.52 
540.53 
572.52 
540.53 
0.7938 
0.7438 
0.7463 
0.6988 
0.7330 
0 .6860 
0.8013 
0.7475 
0.7930 
0.7410 
0.8038 
0.7488 
0.8000 
0.7483 
0.8150 
0.7600 
0.8100 
0.7613 
0.8150 
0.7iOO 
O.787S 
0.7438 
0.7425 
O.iOOO 
0.7868 
0.7374 
0.8119 
0.7722 
555.66 
S20.66 
522.41 
~.16 
513.10 
480.20 
560.91 
523.25 
555.10 
518.70 
562.66 
524.16 
560.00 
523.81 
5"lO.50 
!532.00 
567.00 
!532.91 
5"lO.50 
.539.00 
551.25 
520.66 
519.75 
490.00 
5SO.74 
516.21 
572.52 
54O.S3 
555.66 
520.66 
522.41 
489.16 
513.10 
480.20 
560.91 
523.25 
55S.10 
518.70 
562.66 
S1A.16 
560.00 
523.81 
5"lO.50 
!532.00 
567.00 
!532.91 
S"lO.50 
.539.00 
551.25 
520.66 
519.75 
490.00 
5SO.74 
516.21 
572.52 
540.53 
1.09 
1.10 
1.10 
1.10 
1.11 
1.11 
GAIN 
(lDSS) 
12.13 
13.25 
·38.65 
·37.75 
·39.02 
·37.94 
1.31 
-3.99 
·10.14 
-14.29 
7.36 
~.54 
-7.17 
-19.93 
-40.51 
-44.90 
-30.53 
-31.19 
-19.04 
-18.40 
·31.46 
·29.31 
-65.72 
-66.86 
·21.78 
·24.32 
0.00 
0.00 
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IlETAlNED OWNERSIDP EVALUATION 
ANALYSIS ADJUSTED FOR BACCGROUNDING 
ANIMALS TO 'm POUNDS; (PERIOD 1 ONLy) 
FEEDER. WElGKr 
BACCGROUND WElGHI': 
SI'EERS 
HEIFEIlS 
DAYS ON FEED: 
PERIOD 1 
SI'EERS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 2 
STEERS 
HEIFEIlS 
1989 FEEDER 
PRICE 
FEEDER FEED cosrs 
COST PERIOD I $/1 GAIN PERIOD 2 $/1 GAIN 
JAN 151 
IHI 
FEB 151 
IHI 
MAR 151 
IHI 
APR 151 
IHI 
MAY lSI 
IHI 
JUN 151 
IHI 
JUL 151 
IHI 
AUG 151 
IHI 
SEP 151 
IHI 
ocr 151 
IHI 
NOV 151 
IHI 
DEC lSI 
IHI 
AVERAGES 
STEER 
HEIFER 
0.9763 
0.86S0 
0.92S0 
0.8488 
0.9913 
0.1'm 
0.9663 
0.847' 
0 .9313 
0.8400 
0.9440 
0.8290 
0.9613 
0.8463 
0.9663 
0.8638 
0."10 
O.l.SC5O 
0.9613 
0.8.S88 
0.9417 
0.8467 
0.9488 
0.8300 
0.9:S54 
o.am 
390-'2 
346.00 
310.00 
339.52 
396-'2 
~.OO 
386-'2 
339.00 
3n.'2 
336.00 
3n.60 
331.60 
384.52 
338.52 
386.52 
34S.52 
380.40 
342.40 
384.52 
343.52 
376.68 
338.68 
379.'2 
332.00 
382." 
340.06 
BREAKEVEN PRICES Wwo.~ CI»tI) 
169.37 
1n.84 
169.37 
In .... 
169.37 
In.84 
168.11 
176.58 
IM.n 
174.05 
163.36 
171.53 
160.96 
169.01 
"8.56 
166.49 
1~16 
163.96 I"'." 162.10 
1"'." 
162.10 
1"'." 
162.10 
162.16 
110.27 
STEER 0.9:S54 382." 162.16 
HEIFER o.am 340.06 110.27 
AVERAGE BREAKEVEN PRICE 
STEERS: 0.83 
HElFERS: 0.78 
INDEXED 
0.4839 
0.5081 
0.4839 
0.5081 
0.4839 
0.5081 
0.4Im 
0.504S 
0.4736 
0.4973 
0.4668 
0.4901 
0.<4599 
0.4829 
O.4SJO 
0.47" 
0.""62 
0." 
0.4427 
0.4649 
0.4427 
0.4649 
0.4427 
0.4649 
0.4633 
0." 
0.4633 
0." 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
INDEXED 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
iOO 
iOO 
143 
143 
o 
o 
OTHER 
COSTS 
22.40 
22.40 
22.40 
22.40 
22.60 
22.60 
22.60 
22.60 
22.60 
22.60 
22.60 
22.60 
22.., 
22.80 
22.60 
22.60 
22.60 
22.60 
22.60 
22.60 
22.., 
22." 
22." 
22.80 
22.62 
22.62 
22.62 
22.62 
VET 
COST 
2.'2 
2.'2 
2.52 
2.52 
2-'" 
2-'" 
2.s. 
2.s. 
2.'" 
2.'" 
2-'" 
2.s. 
2-'7 
2.57 
2.s. 
2.s. 
2.s. 
2.s. 
2.s. 
2.s. 
2.'7 
2.57 
2.57 
2.57 
RATE OF GAIN: 
PERIOD 1 
SI'EEItS 
HEIFEIlS 
PERIOD 2 
STEERS 
HEIFEIlS 
2.1 
2.1 
2.8 
2.8 
BASE COST OF GAIN PER POUND: 
PERIOD 1 
SI'EERS 0.40 
HEIFERS 0.42 
PERIOD 2 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
0.43 
0.4S 
PI FACfORS 
JAN 
FEB 
MAR 
APR 
MAY 
JUNE 
JULY 
AUG 
SEPT 
ocr 
NOV 
DEC 
FEED 011IFJl 
1.41 1.12 
1.41 1.12 
1.41 
1.40 
1.38 
1.36 
1.34 
1.32 
1.30 
1.29 
1.29 
1.29 
1.13 
1.13 
1.13 
1.13 
1.14 
1.13 
1.13 
1.13 
1.14 
1.14 
DEATH 
LOSS 
TOTAL 
COST 
BCKGRND SUBTOT AL TOTAL GAIN 
(lDSS) 
l1.n 
10.38 
11.10 
10.19 
11.90 
10.44 
11 .60 
10.11 
11.18 
10.08 
11.33 
9." 
11-'" 
10.16 
lun 
10.37 
11.41 
10.27 
11-'" 
10.31 
11.30 
10.16 
11.39 
9.96 
11 .46 
10.20 
11.46 
10.:20 
596-'2 
559.14 
"5.39 
.s52.46 
602.93 
561.42 
591.43 
~.89 
574.60 
"'5.28 
5n.43 
538.22 
582.38 
543.05 
"1.82 
"'7.51 
573.11 
"'1.71 
'76." 
"'1.67 
S68.JO 
'36.91 
571 .23 
530.03 
580.94 
545.10 
580.94 
545.10 
PRICE RECEIPTS RECElPfS 
0.7463 
0.1063 
0.1610 
0.7110 
0.1963 
0.7425 
0.8138 
0.7675 
0.7860 
0.7520 
0.7938 
0.7513 
0.8017 
0.1483 
0.8000 
0.1513 
0.8200 
0.7~ 
0.8138 
0.7~ 
0.8010 
0.7500 
0.8100 
0.7575 
0.79" 
0.1469 
0.8299 
0.1796 
522.41 
494.41 
536.90 
497.10 
'57.41 
519.75 
569.66 
537.25 
550.20 
526.40 
555.66 
525.91 
561.19 
'23.81 
560.00 
525.91 
"4.00 
533." 
569.66 
'33.15 
560.10 
525.00 
567.00 
530.25 
557.07 
522.82 
580.94 
"'5.10 
522.41 
494.41 
536.90 
497.10 
557.41 
519.75 
569.66 
537.25 
550.20 
526.40 
555.66 
525.91 
561.19 
'23.81 
560.00 
'25.91 
"4.00 
$33." 
569.66 
533.15 
560.10 
525.00 
567.00 
530.25 
'57.07 
'22.82 
580.94 
545.10 
-74.11 
-64.73 
-38.49 
-"'.16 
-4,5-'2 
-41.67 
-21.n 
-13.64 
-24.40 
-18.88 
-21.n 
-12.31 
-21.19 
-19.24 
-21_12 
-21.60 
0.89 
-1.03 
-6.49 
-7.92 
-7.60 
-11.91 
-4.23 
0.22 
-23.88 
-22.87 
0.00 
0.00 
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RETAINED OWNEIlSHIP EVALUATION 
ANALYSIS ADJUSTED FOR BA(xGROUNDING 
ANIMALS TO 100 POUNDS; (PEIUOD I ONLy) 
FEEDER WElGKf 
BA(xGROUND WEIGHT: 
STEERS 
HEIFEItS 
DAYS ON FEfD: 
PERIOD I 
STEERS 
HEIFEItS 
PERIOD 2 
STEERS 
HEIFEItS 
100 
100 
143 
143 
o 
o 
1990 FEEDER FEEDER FEED COSTS OTHER 
PRICE COST PERIOD I '" GAIN PERIOD 2 $/1 GAIN COSTS 
JAN 151 
IHI 
FEB 151 
IHI 
MAR lSI 
IHI 
APR 151 
IHI 
MAY 151 
IHI 
JUN 151 
IHI 
JUL 151 
IHI 
AUG lSI 
IHI 
SEP lSI 
IHI 
ocr lSI 
IHI 
NOV 151 
IHI 
DEC 151 
IHI 
AVERAGES 
STEER 
HEIFER 
0.9463 
0.8500 
0.9738 
0.8100 
0.97IK) 
0.8660 
1.0013 
0.8900 
0.9850 
0.8788 
0.99S0 
0.90S0 
0.9925 
0.9038 
1.0130 
0.9230 
1.0163 
0.927S 
0.9875 
0.1988 
0.9638 
0.8750 
1.0100 
0.9267 
0 .9885 
0.8929 
378.52 
340.00 
389.52 
348.00 
391.20 
346.40 
400.52 
356.00 
394.00 
351.52 
398.00 
362.00 
397.00 
361.52 
«15.41» 
369~ 
406.52 
371.00 
39S.oo 
3059.52 
385.52 
350.00 
404.00 
370.68 
39S.42 
3.S7.15 
BREAKEVEN PRICES W- aYCtaF co.ta) 
154.95 
162.70 
154.95 
16'2.70 
154.95 
16'2.70 
154.95 
16'2.10 
156.16 
163.96 
156.16 
163.96 
U7.36 
165.23 
154.95 
16'2.10 
1S2.SS 
UiO.18 
1".95 
156.40 
1".95 
156.40 
148.95 
156.40 
153.65 
161.34 
STEER 0.9885 395.42 153.65 
HEIFER 0.8929 357.15 161.34 
AVERAGE BREAKEVEN PRICE 
STEERS: 
HEIFERS: 
0.84 
0.19 
INDEXED 
0.4427 
0.4649 
0.4427 
0.4649 
0.4427 
0.4649 
0.4427 
0.4649 
0.4462 
0 .4685 
0.4462 
0.468S 
0.4496 
0.4721 
0.4427 
0.4649 
0.4359 
0."'" 
0.4256 
0.44611 
0.4256 
0.4468 
0.4256 
0.4468 
0.4390 
0.4610 
0.4390 
0.4610 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
INDEXED 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0 .0000 
0.0000 
0 .0000 
0.0000 
0 .0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0 .0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
0.0000 
23.00 
23.00 
23.20 
23.20 
23.20 
23.20 
23~ 
23.20 
23.40 
23.40 
23.40 
23.40 
23.40 
23.40 
23.6) 
23.6) 
23.6) 
23.6) 
23.80 
23.80 
23.110 
23.80 
24.00 
24.00 
23.47 
23.47 
23.47 
23.47 
VET 
COST 
2.59 
2.59 
2.61 
2.61 
2.61 
2.61 
2.61 
2.61 
2.63 
2.63 
2.63 
2.63 
2.63 
2.63 
2.66 
2.66 
2.66 
2.66 
2.61 
2.61 
2.61 
2.68 
2.70 
2.70 
2.64 
2.64 
2.64 
2.64 
RATE OF GAIN: 
PERIOD I 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 1 
STEERS 
HEIFEItS 
2.1 
2.1 
2.8 
2.8 
PI FACfORS 
JAN 
FEB 
MAR 
APR 
FEED 0'IlIER 
1.29 I.U 
1.29 1.16 
1.29 1.16 
1.29 1.16 
BASE COST OF GAIN PER POUND: MAY 1.30 1.17 
PEIUOD I 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
PERIOD 2 
STEERS 
HEIFERS 
DEATH 
LOSS 
11.36 
10.20 
11.69 
10.44 
11.74 
10.39 
12.02 
10.61 
11.82 
10.55 
11.94 
10.86 
11.91 
10.15 
12.16 
11.01 
12.41» 
11.13 
11.15 
10.19 
11.57 
10.50 
12.12 
11.12 
11.86 
10.71 
11.86 
10.71 
0.40 
0.42 
0.43 
0.45 
JUNE 
JULY 
AUG 
SEPT 
ocr 
NOV 
DEC 
1.30 
1.31 
1.29 
1.27 
1.24 
1.24 
1.24 
TOTAL BCKGRND SUBTOTAL TOTAL 
COST PRICE RECEIPTS RECEIPfS 
570.42 
538.49 
581.97 
546.95 
583.70 
545.30 
S93.3O 
SSS.19 
588.01 
552.06 
592.13 
562.86 
S92.3O 
S63.61 
591.57 
569.23 
597.52 
568.57 
S82.2II 
m.18 
572.51 
543.37 
0591.77 
564.90 
587.04 
555.31 
587.04 
SSS.31 
0.11075 
0 .7675 
0.8240 
0.7860 
0.8225 
0.7900 
0.8S00 
0.8140 
0.8500 
0.8100 
0.8338 
0.l1000 
0.8300 
0.1938 
0.8S00 
0.8100 
0.8550 
0.8150 
0.86S0 
0.82S0 
0.8670 
0.83(i() 
0.8738 
0.8450 
0.1441 
0.11077 
0.8386 
0.7933 
565.25 
537.25 
576.80 
550.41» 
575.75 
553.00 
595.00 
569.80 
595.00 
567.00 
583.66 
560.00 
581.00 
SSS.66 
m.oo 
567.00 
598.50 
510.50 
605.50 
577.50 
606.90 
585.20 
611 .66 
591.50 
590.84 
565.38 
587.04 
555.31 
565.25 
537.25 
576.110 
550.20 
575.75 
553.00 
595.00 
569.110 
595.00 
567.00 
583.66 
560.00 
S81.00 
555.66 
m.oo 
567.00 
591.50 
510.50 
Sl5.5O 
577.50 
606.90 
585~ 
611.66 
591.50 
590.14 
565.38 
587.04 
SSS.31 
1.17 
1.17 
1.11 
1.11 
1.19 
1.19 
I~ 
GAIN 
(lDSS) 
-5.17 
-1.24 
-5.17 
3.25 
-7.95 
7.70 
1.10 
14.61 
6.99 
14.94 
-1.47 
-2.86 
-11.30 
-7.96 
-3.57 
-2.23 
0.98 
1.93 
23.22 
24.32 
34.39 
41.83 
19.89 
26.60 
3.80 
10.07 
0.00 
0.00 
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FEED CONSUMPTION 
Tons 
Number of Com 
Animal Animals Silage Barley Alfalfa 
400-700# 50,000 77,000 17,375 13,000 
100,000 154,000 34,750 26,000 
150,000 231,000 52,125 39,000 
200,000 308,000 69,500 52,000 
250,000 385,000 86,875 65,000 
300,000 462,000 104,250 78,000 
700-1100# 50,000 14,000 51,075 4,000 
100,000 28,000 102,150 8,000 
150,000 42,000 153,225 12,000 
200,000 56,000 204,300 16,000 
250,000 70,000 255,375 20,000 
300,000 84,000 306,450 24,000 
400-1100# 50,000 91,000 68,450 17,000 
100,000 182,000 136,900 34,000 
150,000 273,000 205,350 51,000 
200,000 364,009 273,800 68,000 
250,000 455,000 342,250 85,000 
300,000 546,000 410,700 102,000 
FEED SUPPLY (UTAH) 
Tons 
Com 
Year Silage Barley Alfalfa 
1985 1,220,000 282,384 1,794,000 
1986 1,014,000 277,248 1,833,000 
1987 987,000 282,864 1,988,000 
1988 940,000 231,000 1,911,000 
1989 836,000 216,144 1,739,000 
1990 923,000 204,120 1,843,000 
150 
FEED SURPLUS (DEFICIT), 1985 
Tons 
Corn 
Animals Silage Barley Alfalfa 
50,000 1,129,000 213,934 1,777,000 
100,000 1,038,000 145,484 1,760,000 
150,000 947,000 77,034 1,743,000 
200,000 856,000 8,584 1,726,000 
250,000 765,000 -59,866 1,709,000 
300,000 674,000 -128,316 1,692,000 
FEED SURPLUS (DEFICIT), 1986 
Tons 
Corn 
Animals Silage Barley Alfalfa 
50,000 923,000 208,798 1,816,000 
100,000 832,000 140,348 1,799,000 
150,000 741,000 71,898 1,782,000 
200,000 650,000 3,448 1,765,000 
250,000 559,000 -65,002 1,748,000 
300,000 468,000 -133,452 1,731,000 
FEED SURPLUS (DEFICIT), 1987 
Tons 
Corn 
Animals Silage Barley Alfalfa 
50,000 896,000 214,414 1,971,000 
100 , 000 805,000 145,964 1,954,000 
150,000 714,000 77,514 1,937,000 
200,000 623,000 9,064 1,920,000 
250,000 532,000 -59,386 1,903,000 
300 , 000 441,000 -127,836 1,886,000 
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FEED SURPLUS (DEFICIT), 1988 
Tons 
Com 
Animals Silage Barley Alfalfa 
50,000 849,000 162,550 1,894,000 
100,000 758,000 94,100 1,877,000 
150,000 667,000 25,650 1,860,000 
200,000 576,000 -42,800 1,843,000 
250,000 485,000 -111,250 1,826,000 
300,000 394,000 -179,700 1,809,000 
FEED SURPLUS (DEFICIT), 1989 
Tons 
Corn 
Animals Silage Barley Alfalfa 
50,000 745,000 147,694 1,722,000 
100,000 654,000 79,244 1,705,000 
150,000 563,000 10,794 1,688,000 
200,000 472,000 -57,656 1,671,000 
250,000 381,000 -126,106 1,654,000 
300,000 290,000 -194,556 1,637,000 
FEED SURPLUS (DEFICIT), 1990 
Tons 
Corn 
Animals Silage Barley Alfalfa 
50,000 832,000 135,670 1,826,000 
100,000 741,000 67,220 1,809,000 
150,000 650,000 -1,230 1,792,000 
200,000 559,000 -69,680 1,775,000 
250,000 468,000 -138,130 1,758,000 
300,000 377,000 -206,580 1,741,000 
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